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^  March  17,  1997 


TO:  ALL  INTERESTED  OFFICIALS,  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES,  SPECIAL 

INTEREST  GROUPS,  AND  CONCERNED  INDIVIDUALS 

Attached  for  your  review  is  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Disposal  and  Reuse  of  the  Naval  Weapons 
Industrial  Reserve  Plant  (NWIRP) ,  Calverton,  New  York.  The  DEIS 
has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
Regulations  implementing  NEPA  (40  CFR  1500-1508)  and  the  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  Instruction  OPNAVINST  5090. IB.  The  DEIS 
addresses  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed 
Community  Reuse  Plan  for  the  NWIRP  as  prepared  for  the  Calverton 
Air  Facility  Joint  Planning  and  Redevelopment  Commission. 

The  Department  of  the  Navy  will  hold  a  public  hearing  to  inform 
the  public  of  the  DEIS  findings  and  to  solicit  comments.  The 
hearing  will  be  held  on  Thursday,  April  17,  1997,  beginning  at 
7:30  p.m.,  at  the  Ramada  East  End,  1830  Route  25,  Riverhead,  New 
York.  Please  call  the  point  of  contact  below  or  the  Ramada  in 
the  case  of  inclement  weather. 

Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  interested  parties  are 
invited  and  urged  to  attend  or  be  represented  at  the  hearing. 

Oral  statements  will  be  heard  and  transcribed  by  a  stenographer; 
however,  to  assure  the  accuracy  of  the  record,  all  statements 
should  be  submitted  in  writing.  All  statements,  both  oral  and 
written,  will  become  part  of  the  public  record  on  this  action  and 
will  be  given  equal  consideration. 

Additional  copies  of  the  DEIS  have  been  placed  in  the  Riverhead 
Free  Library,  330  Court  Street,  Riverhead,  New  York. 

Written  comments  on  the  DEIS  should  be  mailed  to  the  address 
noted  below  and  must  be  postmarked  not  later  than  May  9,  1997  to 
be  part  of  the  official  record. 
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This  public  hearing  and  comment  period  shall  also  serve  as  an 
opportunity  for  members  of  the  public  to  express  their  views  on 
the  effect  of  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan  on  the  property. 

Additional  information  may  be  obtained  by  contacting  Mr.  Kurt 
Frederick,  (Code  202)  Northern  Division,  Naval  Facilities 
Engineering  Command,  10  Industrial  Highway,  MSC  82,  Lester  PA 
19113,  telephone:  610-595-0728,  facsimile:  (610)  595-0778. 


David  L.  Spritke 
Director,  Planning  Division 
By  direction  of  the 
Commanding  Officer 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


S.1  Purpose  and  Need 

As  a  resuh  of  Northrop  Grumman  Corporation’s  decision  to  vacate  the  site,  the  US  Navy  has 
determined  that  it  will  consider  disposal  of  the  Naval  Weapons  Industrial  Reserve  Plant  (NWIRP) 
Calverton,  located  in  the  towns  of  Riverfiead  and  Brool^ven  on  Long  Island,  New  York,  by 
transferring  the  fadlity  to  the  town  of  Riveriiead’s  Community  Development  Agency  (CDA). 

The  transfer  nf  this  prryerty  has  been  authorized  by  spedal  legislation  (Public  Law  103-C337).  The 
2,923  acres  (1,169  hectares)  lying  within  the  fence  and  in  the  town  of  Riverhead,  where  aircraft 
assembly  and  testing  fiMnlities  once  operated,  may  be  transferred  to  the  town.  It  is  estimated  that 
qipronmatdy  238  acres  (96  hectares)  not  be  transferred  at  the  time  of  disposal.  These  lands  are 
presently  imdergoing  investigation  and  cleanup  as  part  of  the  Navy’s  Installation  Restoration 
Program.  Special  legidation  has  also  been  developed  for  the  potential  transfer  of  the  3,137  acres 
(1,255  hectares)  outside  the  fence,  once  conristing  of  flight  operations  buflPer  zones,  to  the  New  York 
State  TVpattmenf  of  Environmoital  Consavation  (NYSDEC).  These  lands  are  le^slatively  mandated 
to  remain  in  thdr  natural  state. 

The  proposed  disposal  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  considered  a  major  federal  action,  therefore  an 
Environmental  Inqiact  Statonoit  (EIS)  must  be  prepared.  This  EIS  must  address  the  impacts  of  likely 
raise  related  to  NWIRP  Calverton’s  potential  disposal.  Therefore,  the  town  of  Riverhead  created 
the  CalvertCMi  Air  Facility  Joint  Planning  and  Redevelopment  Commission  (Planning  Commission)  to 
develop  likdy  reuse  scaiarios  for  the  Navy  property.  The  Planning  Commission’s  goals  for  the  reuse 
plan  were  to  attract  private  investment;  maximize  job  creation;  increase  base  taxes;  and  enhance 
regional  quality  of  life.  Based  on  the  general  themes  of  industrial  reuse,  commercial  tourism,  and 
readential  development,  three  scenarios  were  developed.  The  preferred  alternative  selected  by  the 
Town  Board  is  called  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (Reuse  Plan).  Two  other 
altematives  considered  by  the  Town  Board  are  called  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  and  the 
Peconic  Village  altematives.  This  EIS  has  been  prepared  to  comply  with  the  requisite  analyses  under 
NEPA  and  the  New  York  State  Environment^  Quality  Review  (SEQR)  Act. 

Public  input  has  been  solicited  and  a  public  scoping  meeting  was  held  in  April  1996  to  identify 
significant  issues  that  would  be  addressed  in  the  EIS.  These  issues  centered  on  extent  and 
remediation  of  contamination  at  the  facility;  future  growth  effects  on  wetlands.  Long  Island  Pine 
Barrens,  surface  and  ground  waters,  and  community  character;  and  potential  traffic,  noise, 
infi-astmcture,  and  economic  impacts  of  reuse. 
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S.2  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

Counca  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  direct  that  reasonable  alterMtivw  to  the 
proposed  action  be  evaluated  in  an  EIS,  even  if  these  ahernatives  are  not  within  the  junsdicUon  of 
the  agency.  This  EIS  considers  three  locaUy  developed  alternatives. 

The  alternatives  considered  in  this  EIS  represent  a  reasonable  range  of  alternative  development 
intensities  and  resulting  in4>acts  that  could  occur  with  raise.  The  EIS  also  addresses  the  no  action 
alternative,  (vesaited  and  devdoped  as  the  fiiture  basdine  condition  against  which  the  impacts  of  the 
three  action  ahernatives  are  compared. 


S.2.1  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  -  the  Preferred  Alternative 

Figure  S-1  (Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan)  depicts  the  conceptual  site  plm  for  the 
ahemative’s  m^or  land  use  dements;  an  industrial  business  parkj  a  theme  park,  aviation/aircraft  use, 
commercial  recreation;  public  golf  course;  open  space;  and  infrastructure  acreage.  Table  S-1  reflects 
these  land  uses  and  their  associated  sizes,  summarized  as  follows: 

•  The  industrial  business  park  of  887,500  square  feet  (sq  ft)  (82,538  square  meters 
[sq  m])  would  be  a  comlMnation  of  existing  industrial  facihties  and  newly  constructed 
buildngs  on  282  acres  (1 14  hectares),  with  a  passive  recreation  area  near  the  center. 

•  The  theme  park  (approximately  434  acres  [176  hectares])  proposed  for  the 
northwest  pewtion  of  the  site  could  consist  of  a  dngle  park  or  a  set  of  attractions,  with 
parking,  a  campground,  and  a  63 -acre  (26-hectare)  hotel/conference  center  area 
plarmed  as  complementing  facilities.  A  32-acre  (13-hectare)  service  retail  area  of 
about  100,000  sq  ft  (9,300  sq  m)  is  also  envisioned. 

•  The  aviation  use  (a  general  aviation  and  cargo  airport)  is  consistent  vdth  Ae 
community’s  long-term  vision  for  the  Raise  Plan.  The  aviation  use  would  require 
approximately  853  acres  (346  hectares),  or  29  percent  of  the  lands  within  the  fence. 

•  A  191 -acre  (67-hectare)  parcel  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  site  would 
accommodate  such  commercial  recreational  facilities  as  a  femily  entertainment 
center,  skating  rinks,  and  sports  stadium.  Approximately  6,000  -  8,000  seats  are 
planned  for  the  sports  stadium,  which  would  require  54  acres  (22  hectares). 

•  An  18-hole  pubic  golf  course  just  south  of  the  hotel/conference  center  and  opposite 
the  theme  park  is  proposed  on  an  estimated  166  acres  (67  hectares). 


Executive 


Summaiy 


Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 


^  c 

JP*  o 

0.  d) 

M  .S  o 

^  <D  00 

O  4^  O  3 

«  2  o:  o 

OQ  Js  05  — 

—  I?  <  o  o 

«  i  « 

^  ^  i  M 

1  i£  I  5  <£ 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Table  S-1 


Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  Land  Uses 


Land  Use 

Land  Coverage 

Amoiint  of  Oeve^opment 

Aores  ; 

Hectares 

Units  fif  Measure^ 

Industrial  Business  Park 

282 

114 

887,500  sq  ft  (82,538  sqm) 

Theme  Park 

Attractions 

434 

176 

2.5  million  visitors^ear 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

63 

26 

400  rooms 

Service  Retail 

32 

13 

100,000  sq  ft  (9,300  sq  m) 

Subtotal 

529 

214 

Aviation/Aircrafl  Use 

853 

346 

400  fiights/day  (a); 

200,000  sq  ft  (18,600  sq  m)  (a) 

Commercial  Recreation 

stadium 

54 

22 

6,000  -  8000  spectatofs/event 

Family  Entertainment  Center 

137 

55 

300,000  visitors/year 

SuUotal 

191 

77 

Public  Golf  Course 

166 

67 

18  holes 

Open  Space  (Designated) 

177 

Pine  Barrens  Core 

438 

McKay  Lake  (west) 

137 

55 

Community  Park 

183 

74 

National  Cemetery  Buffer 

24 

10 

Industrial  Park  Recreation  Area 

27 

11 

Natural  Area 

27 

11 

Other  Open  Space 

48 

19 

(na) 

Subtotal 

884 

358 

Infrastructure  -  Sewage  Treatment  Plant 

18 

7 

(na) 

Totals 

2,923 

1,184 

Notes;  Land  use  acreage  and  amount  of  development  are  approximate  based  on  estimates  made  for  a 
long-term  (20-year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Numbers  may  not  total  exactly  due  to 
rounding  and  metric  conversions.  ’Scale  of  development  as  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan;  where  scale  of 
development  was  not  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  (nd)  means  not  defined;  where  assumptions  were 
necessary  for  analysis  and  were  made,  (a)  means  assumed;  (na)  means  not  applicable.  *Units  of 
measure  -  sq  ft  =  square  feet;  sq  m  =  square  meters. 

Source:  Adapted  from  HR&A,  1996. _ _ _ _ 
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•  About  32  percent  of  the  area  within  the  fence  would  be  the  deagnated  open  space 
component,  appioximately  884  acres  (358  hectares),  an  estimated  166  of  vdiich 
belong  to  the  public  golf  course.  These  acres,  proposed  for  a  wide  range  of  active 
and  passive  recreational  uses,  would  acconnnodate  a  438-acre  (177-hectare)  Pine 

Barrens  Core  Preservation  Area;  137  acres  (55  hectares)  of  natural  undisturbed  lands; 

a  183-acre  (74-hectare)  Community  Paris;  a  150-ft  (48-m)  buflfer  (24  acres  or  ten 
hectares)  along  NYS  25;  the  27-acre  (18-hectare)  passive  recreational  park  at  the 
CCTit**r  of  the  industrial  core;  and  a  27-acre  (1  l-hectare)  natural  area  in  the  northeast 
sector  to  serve  as  an  endangered  ^ledes  habitat. 

A  20-year  development  timeframe  is  antidpated  and  it  is  estimated  that  successful  implementation 
of  the  Reuse  Plan  could  genaate  the  etpiivaloit  of  3,175  full-time  jobs.  Total  construction  costs  (on 
and  off-ate  improvements)  would  be  about  $484  milhon  (1995$). 


S.2.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Akemative  (Figure  S-2,  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway 
Akemadve)  would  retdn  many  of  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park’s  land  uses,  differing  primarily  in  that 
an  automobile  raceway  replaces  the  aviation  and  aircraft  uses.  To  accommodate  the  raceway,  the 
service  retail  area  and  the  industrial  park  recreational  area  are  eliminated,  and  the  industrial  business 
park  area  is  reduced  to  ai^roximately  217  acres  (88  hectares)  from  282  acres  (1 14  hectares).  Table 
S-2  reflects  the  primary  land  use  components  of  this  alternative. 

The  racew^  complex  would  occupy  about  835  acres  (338  hectares)  within  the  existing  fence  line  of 
NWIRP  Calverton,  encompassing  much  of  the  site’s  eastern  side,  including  the  existing  runway, 
adjacent  open  areas,  and  lands  east  of  the  runway.  The  race  circuit  itself  would  be  about  3.5  mi  (sbc 
km)  in  length.  Approximately  69,000  sq  ft  (6,417  sq  m)  and  73,400  sq  ft  (6,826  sq  m)  would  be 
dedicated  to  manufacturing/warehouse  space  and  office  space,  respectively.  The 
manufticturing/warehouse  space  would  include  about  21,000  sq  ft  (2,018  sq  m)  for  a  driving  school 
and  race  car  preparation  area. 


S.2.3  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Peconic  Village  (Figure  S-3,  Peconic  Village  Alternative)  is  designed  as  a  planned  mixed-use 
community,  incorporating  the  following  land  use  elements;  industrial  business  park,  hotel/conference 
center,  commercial/retail;  residential;  public  golf  course;  civic  fadlities;  open  space;  and 
infrastructure.  These  land  uses  are  reflected  in  Table  S-3. 
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Table  S-2 


Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  Land  Uses 


Landtteo 

LandCoverage 

Amotmt  of  Devak^arit 

Acres 

Hectares 

LhiitscfMeasiae^ 

industrial  Business  Park 

217 

88 

682,900  sq  ft  (63,510  sq  m) 

Theme  Park 

Attractions 

434 

176 

2.5  million  visitors/year 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

63 

26 

400  rooms 

Subtotal 

497 

201 

Automobile  Raceway 

835 

338 

racing  event -21 ,000 
spectators/day  (a); 
142,400  sq  ft  (13,243  sqm) 

Commercial  Recreation 

Stadium 

54 

22 

6000  -  8000  spectators/event 

Family  Entertainment  Center 

137 

55 

300,000  visitors/year 

Subtotal 

191 

77 

Public  Golf  Course 

166 

67 

18  holes 

Open  Space  (Designated) 

Pine  Barrens  Core 

438 

177 

McKay  Lake  (west) 

137 

55 

Community  Park 

183 

74 

National  Cemetery  Buffer 

24 

10 

Natural  Area 

27 

11 

Other  Open  Space 

190 

77 

Subtotal 

999 

(na) 

Infrastructure  -  Sewage  Treatment  Plant 

18 

7 

(na) 

Total 

2,923 

1,184 

Notes;  Land  use  acreage  and  amount  of  development  are  approximate  based  on  estimates  made  for 
a  long-term  (20-year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Numbers  may  not  total  exactly  due 
to  rounding  and  metric  conversions.  'Scale  of  development  as  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan;  where  scale 
of  development  was  not  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  (nd)  means  not  defined;  where  assumptions  were 
necessary  for  analysis  and  were  made,  (a)  means  assumed;  (na)  means  not  applicable.  ^Units  of 
measure  -  sq  ft »  square  feet;  sq  m  =  square  meters. 

Sources:  Adapted  from  HR&A,  1996;  Project  Calverton,  Inc.  1995. _ 


Executive 


S-5 


Summary 


Disposal  and  Reuse 


Table  S-3 


Peconic  Village  Alternative  Land  Uses 


Land  Use 

Land  Coverage 

.  AmotHitdrOevelopnefft 

Acres 

Hedaree 

Udlsofli^sure^ 

Industrial  Business  Park 

185 

75 

582,000  sq  ft  (54,126  sq  m)(a) 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

75 

30 

400  rooms 

Commercial/Retail 

105 

43 

1 90,000  sq  ft  (1 7,763  sq  m) 

Residential 

Assisted  Living 

Senior  Housing 

Private  Golf  Course 

Subtotal 

40 

618 

192 

850 

16 

250 

78 

344 

688  units 

1,350  units 

18  holes 

Public  Golf  Course 

168 

68 

18  holes 

Civic  Facilities 

55 

22 

50,000  sq  ft  (4,650  sq  m)  (a) 

Open  Space  (Designated) 

Parks 

Natural  Area/Open  Space 

Pine  Barrens  Core 

Setback 

Subtotal 

90 

865 

438 

35 

1,428 

37 

350 

177 

14 

578 

(na) 

Infrastructure 

Sewage  Treatment  Plant 
Boulevard  and  Roads 

Subtotal 

18 

39 

57 

7 

16 

23 

(na) 

Total 

2,923 

1,184 

Note:  Land  use  acreage  and  amount  of  development  are  approximate  based  on  estimates  made  for  a 
long-term  (20-year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Numbers  may  not  total  exactly  due  to 
rounding  and  metric  conversions.  ^Scale  of  development  as  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan;  where  scale  of 
development  was  not  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  (nd)  means  not  defined;  where  a^umptons  were 
necessary  for  analysis  and  were  made,  (a)  means  assumed;  (na)  means  not  applicable.  Units  of 
measure  -  sq  ft  =  square  feet;  sq  m  =  square  meters. 

Source:  Adapted  from  HR&A,  1996.  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
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This  aheniative  differs  fitm  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Raise  Plan  in  that  its  focus  is  residential. 
The  residences,  both  soiior  housing  and  assisted  living  units,  would  be  for  people  55  and  above, 
atuated  on  the  eastern  and  western  sides  of  the  site. 

The  industrial  business  park  would  be  smaUer  than  under  the  Reuse  Plan  (about  185  acres  [75 
hectares]  as  opposed  to  282  acres  [1 14  hectares]),  but  the  uses  would  be  similar  to  those  previously 
described. 


S.2.4  No  Action  Alternative 

The  no  action  alternative  is  presented  and  developed  as  the  future  baseline  condition  against  which 
the  inqiacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  its  alternatives  are  measured.  This  EIS  defines  the  no  action 
alternative  as  the  retention  of  NWIRP  Calverton  by  the  US  government  in  a  caretaker  status.  No 
reuse  or  redevelopment  would  occur  at  the  facility.  Continued  federal  ownership  of  NWIRF 
Calverton  would  have  no  benefit  to  the  Navy,  as  the  Navy  would  incur  continued  liability  for  an  asset 
that  has  bear  defined  as  having  no  functional,  operational,  or  strategic  value,  or  to  the  community  or 
r^on,  since  such  ownoship  would  prevent  any  possibility  of  a  viable,  productive  (re)use  of  the  land. 

Furthermore,  because  of  the  special  legislation  for  disposal  of  NWIRP  Calverton  to  the  Town  of 
Riverhead,  the  no  action  alternative  is  considered  impracticable  for  the  Navy  to  implement. 


S.3  Affected  Environment,  Impacts  of  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives,  and  Mitigation 

S.3.1  Land  Use  and  2^nmg 

NWIRP  Calverton  is  situated  primarily  in  the  Town  of  Riverhead  and  in  the  Town  of  Brookhaven, 
Suffolk  County,  New  York.  The  property  can  be  divided  into  two  broad  land  use  areas:  the  2,923 
acres  (1,184  hectares)  “within  the  fence”  formerly  leased  by  Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 
(Grumman)  for  mission-related  activities,  and  the  undeveloped  3,137  acres  (1,271  hectares)  “outside 
the  fence”  that  were  ori^nally  buffers  associated  with  surcraft  testing  operations  and  currently  used 
fi5r  recreation,  agricultural,  and  conservation  purposes  under  a  Cooperative  Agreement  between  the 
Navy  and  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Conservation  (NYSDEC). 

The  73  government-owned  structures  within  the  fence  are  concentrated  in  the  central  and  southern 
part  of  the  site,  bounded  by  the  two  concrete  aircraft  rxmways  on  the  northeast  and  northwest.  The 
western,  northeastern,  and  northwestern  areas  of  the  site  within  the  fence  remain  essentially 
undeveloped  as  fields  or  forested  land. 
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There  are  three  bu£^  zones  outside  the  fence  totaling  3,137  acres  (1,255  hectares).  The  north  buflFer 
zone  (610  acres  or  244  hectares)  contains  agricultural  land  leased  to  a  local  farmer,  the  combined 
southeast  and  southwest  buffer  zones  (2,527  acres  [1,011  hectares])  are  predominantly  forested. 
With  the  exception  of  the  outleased  land,  these  acres  are  part  of  the  Cooperative  Agreement.  A 
hcwthwest  buffer  area  was  transferred  to  the  Veteran’s  Administration  in  December  1977  for  use  as 
a  national  cemeteiy. 

Lands  around  NWIRP  Calvwton  are  generally  sparsely  settled,  reflecting  the  present  of  the  buffers 
and  the  area’s  historical  agricultural  economy.  Existing  housing  close  to  the  site  is  single-family, 
centered  primarily  along  Route  25  (Middle  Country  Road).  The  regional  population  centers  of 
Wading  River,  Wildwood,  and  Riverhead  are  some  distance  away. 

Although  as  a  federal  property,  NWIRP  Calverton  is  exempt  from  local  zoning,  foture  private  rwse 
of  “within  the  fence  “  portions  of  the  site  would  be  subject  to  land  use  and  zoning  restrictions  of  the 
Town  of  Riverhead.  The  buffer  zones  will  be  transferred  to  NYSDEC  under  the  aforementioned 
special  legislation  and  will  remain  undeveloped  natural  areas  exempt  from  local  zoning  in  both 
Riverhead  and  Brookhaven. 

The  Central  Pine  Barrens  is  a  100,000-acre  (40,000-hectare)  area  in  central  and  eastern  Long  Island 
that  includes  the  towns  of  Riverhead,  Brookhaveri,  and  Southampton  (Central  Pine  Barrens  Joint 
Planning  and  PoUcy  Commission  [CPBJ&PC],  1995).  The  Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land 
Use  Plan  was  prepared  to  establish  a  set  of  policies,  programs,  and  standards  to  protect,  preserve, 
and  enhance  the  functional  integrity  of  the  “Central  Pine  Barrens”  ecosystem  of  l^ng  Island.  Within 
the  100,000  acres  (40,000  hectares),  there  are  two  zones  with  different  protection  goals: 

•  Core  Preservation  Area  (CPA)  -  Comprised  of  52,500  acres  (21,000  hectares),  the 
core  area  is  designed  to  protect  and  preserve  the  ecolo^c  and  hydrologic  functions 
of  the  Pine  Barrens  by  minimizing  impacts  by  prohibiting  or  redirecting  new 
development. 

•  Compatible  Growth  Area  (CGA)  -  The  Pine  Barrens  Plan  designated  this  47,500-acre 
(19,000-hectare)  area  to  discourage  piecemeal  and  scattered  development  and  to 
encourage  appropriate  patterns  of  compatible  residential,  commercial,  agricultural, 
and  industrial  development. 

Most  of  the  fenced  area  ofNWIRP  Calverton  is  designated  as  CGA.  Approximately  438  acres  (177 
hectares)  in  the  western  portion  of  the  site  have  been  designated  as  part  of  the  CPA.  The  southeast 
and  southwest  buffer  zones  are  part  of  the  CPA^  the  northern  buffer  is  part  of  the  CGA. 
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No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  (representing  future  baseline  conditions),  NWIRP  Calverton  would 
be  rrtained  in  own««lup  by  the  f^eral  government.  No  raise  or  redevelopment  would  occur  at  the 
facility.  Land  and  ^cUities  within  the  fence  would  be  vacated  and  closed  in  accordance  with  Base 
Realigmmit  and  Closure  Facility  Layaway  and  Caretaker  Standards  (Naval  Facilities  Engineering 
Command,  September,  1994).  Buffer  zones  outade  the  fence  would  also  remain  in  federal 
ownership;  disposal  to  the  NYSDEC  would  not  occur.  It  is  assumed  that  the  Cooperative  Agreement 
between  the  Navy  and  the  NYSDEC  pertaining  to  the  buffer  zones  would  be  maintained  and  that  the 
land  would  continue  to  be  used  for  conservation,  recreation,  and  education. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan-  - 

In^lemaitation  of  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  for  NWIRP  Calverton  would  result  in 
the  devdopment  of  a  multi-use  enterprise  park  that  has  at  its  core  a  major  industrial  complex  and  a 
general  aviation/cargo  airport,  with  other  uses  including  a  theme  park  and  attractions;  commercial 
recreation  &mily  entertainment  center,  stadium;  golf  course;  and  a  variety  of  open  spaces.  The  buffer 
zones  would  remain  in  their  existing  natural  (undeveloped)  state  and  would  be  transferred  to  the 
NYSDEC. 

Current  town  “Defense  Institutional”  zoning  that  allows  agriculture,  national  cemetery,  and  naval 
weapons  testing  fecility  uses  has  no  specifications  for  such  development  issues  as  density,  floor  area 
ratios  (FARs),  setbacks,  etc.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  require  that  the 
Town  of  Rivohead  prepare  and  adopt  new  zoning  for  the  site,  or  portions  thereof,  based  on  the  uses 
adopted  as  part  of  the  Reuse  Plan.  In  1994,  the  Comprdiensive  Economic  Development  Task  Force, 
a  body  created  by  the  Town  of  Riverhead  to  identify  issues  of  significance  relating  to  the  reuse  of 
NWIRP  Calverton  recommended  that  a  Planned  UnitDevelopment  (PUD)  District  be  the  operative 
zoning  district  for  the  property  pursuant  to  Section  263  of  the  Town  Law.  Implementation  of  the 
PUD  would  be  based  on  a  Comprehensive  Development  Plan  for  the  site  and  through  the  adoption 
of  a  PUD  District  into  the  Town  of  Riverhead  Zoning  Ordinance.  Once  transfer  of  the  buffer  zones 
to  the  NYSDEC  is  complete,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Town  of  Riverhead  and  Brookhaven  would 
appropriately  rezone  these  lands. 

The  Town  of  Riverhead  has  adopted  a  Pine  Barrens  Overlay  District  that  prescribes  allowable  uses 
and  intoiaties  and  that  effectively  renders  the  CPA  designation  inapplicable  in  the  town.  However, 
the  Reuse  Plan  has  designated  these  western  lands  as  Pine  Barrens  CPA,  consistent  with  the  Pine 
Barrens  Plan.  The  remaining  lands  within  the  fence  (2,485  acres  or  1,006  hectares)  are  designated 
CGA  Wording  of  the  local  Overlay  District  document  indicates  that  the  industrial  and  aviation  uses 
of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  likely  be  allowed  as  pre-existing  uses  within  the  CGA  Modifications  to 
these  facilities  as  part  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  need  to  be  done  in  compliance  with  the  Overlay 
District  development  standards  for  the  CGA. 
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Calvertoii  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  retain  many  of  the  land  uses  of  the  Reuse  Plan,  and  land  use  effects  for  those 
uses  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the  ones  described  in  the  foregoing  subchapter.  The  most 
significant  diflference  between  this  alternative  and  the  Reuse  Plan  is  that  an  automobile  raceway 
complex  of  approximately  835  acres  (338  hectares)  would  replace  the  air  cargo/general  aviation  use 
(835  acres  [346  hectares]).  The  automobile  raceway  would  occupy  much  of  the  same  terrain  as  the 
airport  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan.  This  alternative  retains  the  industrial  business  park  use  and  the 
odsting  10,000-ft  (3,048-m)  runway. 

Although  there  is  no  explicit  land  use  incompatibility  between  the  raceway  and  the  industrial  park, 
noise  would  affect  the  adjacent  properties  in  the  industrial  core  during  race  events.  Based  on  the 
noise  analysis  (Subchapter  4.6.3),  it  is  estimated  that  there  would  be  significant  but  short-term  noise 
levels  experienced  both  within  and  outside  the  fence  during  the  scheduled  racing  events.  During  these 
events,  these  estimated  noise  levels  would  exceed  the  Town  of  Riverhead’s  maximum  permissible 
levels  for  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  land  uses. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Although  this  alternative  includes  some  of  the  land  use  features  of  the  other  two  (the  industrial 
business  park,  hotel  conference  center,  golf  course(s),  and  open  space),  the  site  would  be  developed 
primarily  as  an  age-restricted  residential  community  containing  an  estimated  688  units  of  assisted 
living  and  1,350  units  of  senior  housing  to  accommodate  a  total  of 2,889  residents  (688  in  assisted 
living  and  2,201  in  senior  housing). 

Approximately  260  acres  (105  hectares)  of  new  building  and  paved  areas  would  be  expected. 
Combined  with  the  existing  development,  it  is  estimated  that  a  total  of  690  acres  (280  hectares) 
would  be  developed  as  buildings  and/or  paved  areas.  Any  new  development  in  the  438  acres  (177 
hectares)  designated  Pine  Barrens  CPA  or  in  the  adjacent  CGA  would  be  consistent  with  the  Pine 
Barrens  Plan.  Open  spaces  (all  land  excluding  buildings  and  parking  areas)  would  comprise  a  total 
of 2,233  acres  (904  hectares)  or  about  76  percent  of  the  site.  It  is  assumed  that,  as  with  the  Reuse 
Plan,  the  town  would  adopt  a  new  PUD  zone  for  implementation  if  this  alternative  were  to  be 
developed. 


S.3.2  Socioeconomics 

Socioeconomic  data  are  presented  in  Chapter  3  for  the  towns  of  Riverhead,  Brool^ven,  and 
Southampton,  and  for  the  larger  context  of  Sitfolk  County  (Figure  S-4,  Major  Municipalities  of  Lx)ng 
Island).  Population  growth  in  Suffolk  County  has  been  modest  from  1990  to  1995.  Brookhaven, 
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with  86  pax»it  of  the  population  of  the  three  municipalities,  experienced  the  greatest  growth  during 
this  period.  Brookhaven  also  has  a  much  younger  demographic  profile  than  Riverhead  or 
Southampton,  though  in  general  the  county  is  experiencing  a  gradual  aging  of  the  population. 

Median  household  and  fiunily  incomes  in  the  three  municipalities  are  lower  and  the  percentage  of 
persmis  in  poverty  is  higher  than  the  county  as  a  whole.  Housing  in  the  study  area  is  primarily  single¬ 
family  detached  homes,  and  mean  household  size  is  declining  there.  Employment  in  Services  is 
greatest,  followed  by  Retail  Trade  and  Manufacturing.  Unemployment  in  Riverhead  and 
Southampton  is  slightly  lower  than  in  the  county  as  a  whole,  and  in  Brookhaven  slightly  higher. 

No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  the  Navy  would  vacate  and  close  NWIRP  Calverton.  There  would 
be  no  permanent  maintenance  stafi^  and  no  redevelopment  of  the  site,  hence  there  would  be  no 
demographic  impacts  and  no  new  income  or  taxes  generated. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

There  would  be  no  direct  donographic  inq>acts  fi'om  the  Reuse  Plan  since  the  plan  has  no  residential 
componait.  The  estimated  increase  of  3,175  jobs  under  the  Reuse  Plan  represents  only  0.5  percent 
of  the  1995  Suffolk  County  resident  labor  force  and  would  be  unlikely  to  cause  an  in-migration  of 
new  workers.  Total  projected  annual  earnings  for  the  3,175  jobs  in  1995  dollars  is  $81.3  nullion  in 
year  20.  Total  direct  and  indirect  employment  for  the  alternative  is  estimated  at  6,726  jobs,  with 
indirect  oi^Ioyment  representing  52.8  percrat,  or  3,551  jobs.  Total  earnings  are  projected  at  $151.9 
million. 

In  addition  to  permanent  jobs,  temporary  jobs  associated  with  construction  activity  and  indirect 
onployment  renting  fi’om  eanungs  drculating  in  the  region  would  be  generated.  Based  on  estimated 
construction  costs  of  $484  million,  it  is  possible  to  predict  that  an  average  of  4,865  direct 
construction  jobs  with  an  estimated  $307  million  in  total  eanungs  would  be  created;  further  analysis 
nffiggPistg  that  an  additional  5,785  jobs  would  be  created  in  other  industries,  thus  generating  a  total  of 
10,650  direct  and  indirect  jobs  fi-om  construction. 

Substantial  fiscal  ben^ts  would  be  derived  fi'om  development  of  the  site  imder  the  Reuse  Plan.  This 
development  would  be  nevriy  entered  onto  the  tax  rolls  for  either  property  taxes  or  payments  in  lieu 
of  taxes  (PILOT).  Estimated  new  revenue  totals  $3.8  million  in  property  taxes,  $12.7  million  in  sales 
taxes,  and  $2.8  million  in  income  taxes.  Total  annual  estimated  tax  revenues  at  full  build-out  in  year 
20  are  $19.4  million  (rounded). 
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Calverton  Enterprise  Pnrk/Raceway  Alternative 

Sifwilar  to  the  Reusc  Plan,  there  would  be  no  direct  demographic  impacts  from  this  alternative  since 
there  is  no  readential  component.  The  estimated  increase  of  2,1^  jobs  represents  less  than  0.5 
^cent  of  the  1995  Suffolk  County  resident  labor  force  and  would  be  u^ely  to  ^se  an  in- 
migration  of  new  workers.  Total  projected  annual  earnings  in  1995  dollars  is  $53.6  miUion  in  year 
20.  Total  direct  and  indirect  employment  for  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  is  estimated 
at  4,612  jobs,  with  indirect  employment  representing  about  52  percent,  or  2,413  jobs.  Total  earnings 
are  projected  at  $102  million  Compared  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  this  alternative  would  create  an  estimated 
976  fewer  direct  jobs  and  would  be  about  $52  million  dollars  less  expensive  to  construct. 

fri  addition  to  pwroanent  jobs,  temporary  jobs  assodated  with  construction  activity  and  indirect 
employment  resulting  from  earnings  drculating  in  the  region  would  be  generated.  Based  on  estimated 
construction  costs  of  $432  million,  it  is  possible  to  predict  that  an  average  of  4,344  dir^ 
construction  jobs  with  an  estimated  $274  million  in  total  earnings  would  be  created  with 
implementation  of  this  alternative;  further  analysis  suggests  that  an  additional  5,165  jobs  would  be 
created  in  other  industries,  thus  generating  a  total  of 9,509  direct  and  indirect  jobs  from  construction. 

Fiscal  benefits  from  the  Enterprise  Park/Reuse  Alternative  would  be  substantial,  as  with  the  Reuse 
Plan.  Projections  of  real  property,  sales,  and  income  taxes  for  this  alternative  are  $3.4  million,  $12.9 
million,  and  $1.9  million  (rounded),  respectively. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

This  alternative  is  the  only  one  that  would  introduce  new  residents  to  the  site  and  to  the  region.  The 
estimate  is  for  a  total  of  2,889  residents  aged  55  and  older,  688  residents  in  688  units  of  assisted 
living  and  2,201  in  1,350  units  of  senior  housing.  The  estimated  total  number  of  employes  at  the 
site  would  be  1,923,  less  than  both  the  Reuse  Plan  and  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative.  The 
non-residential  components  of  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  to  induce  new  resident  in- 
migration  to  the  region. 

Total  projected  annual  earnings  for  the  proposed  1,923  jobs  in  1995  dollars  is  $49.4  million  at  full 
build-out  in  year  20.  Total  direct  and  indirect  employment  for  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  is 
estimated  at  3,809  jobs,  \rith  indirect  employment  representing  49.5  percent,  or  1,886  jobs.  Total 
earnings  are  projected  at  $90.7  million. 

In  addition  to  permanent  jobs,  temporary  jobs  associated  with  construction  activity  and  indirect 
employment  resulting  from  earnings  circulating  in  the  region  would  be  generated.  Based  on 
estimated  construction  costs  of  $406.8  million  (agtun  less  than  both  the  Reuse  Plan  and  Enterprise 
Park/Raceway  Alternative),  it  is  possible  to  predict  that  4,089  direct  construction  jobs  and  5, 1 65 
inchrect  jobs  would  be  created  with  implementation  of  this  alternative,  with  an  estimated  $245  million 
in  total  earnings  ($132  million  for  direct  and  $  1 1 3  million  for  indirect  employment). 


Executive 


S-12 


Summary 


NWIRP  Calvertcm 


fiscal  benefits  fix)m  the  Pectmic  Village  Alternative  are  projected  to  be  $8.3  million  (rounded)  in  real 
property  taxes,  $2.3  million  (rounded)  in  sales  taxes,  and  $1.7  million  in  income  taxes. 

Table  S-4  reflects  a  comparison  of  the  major  socioeconomic  impacts  among  the  three  action 
alternatives. 


S.3.3  Community  Facilities  and  Services 

The  area  surrounding  NWIRP  Calverton  is  served  by  a  number  of  school  systems,  health  care 
facilities,  and  public  safety  and  emergency  ser^ces,  though  none  is  located  in  the  one-nu  (1.6-km) 
study  area  hsdf  There  is  (Miepark,  theRo^  CXislunan  \fiirphy  County  Park,  within  the  study  area, 
and  four  others  close  to  the  site.  Two  private  fedlities,  a  golf  club  and  the  Nassau  County  Boy  Scout 
facility,  are  located  immediately  to  the  south  and  north  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  respectively. 

No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  there  would  be  no  new  development  at  NWIRP  Calverton  and 
therefore  no  new  demand  for  community  services. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

No  new  hfHising  units  would  be  devdoped  undo"  this  alternative  and  no  new  residential  development 
is  likely  to  be  induced;  therefore  there  would  be  little  or  no  effect  upon  services  focused  on  a 
residential  population,  namely  schools  and  health  services. 

Emergency  services  of  police,  fire  and  ambulance  would  likely  see  addition^  demands.  These 
demands  would  relate  to  the  new  developments  on  site  and  to  the  visitors  drawn  to  them,  although 
the  probability  that  fully  developed  Enterprise  Park  would  have  its  own  security  force  would  present 
minimal  increases  in  demand  on  Town  of  Riverhead  and  Suffolk  County  Police  (Grattan,  and  Michael, 
June  17  and  June  20,  1996).  The  substantial  new  tax  revenues  anticipated  over  the  20-year 
development  period  would  assist  in  covering  costs  of  any  expanded  service  requirements. 

The  R«ise  Plan  proposes  development  of  substantial  designated  open  space,  park,  and  recreational 
facilities,  totaling  884  acres  (358  hectares).  The  theme  park  attractions  would  provide  a  major 
regional  recreational  fiicility.  In  addition,  a  commercial  recreation  center  at  the  northeastern  portion 
of  the  site  would  provide  a  family  entertainment  center,  skating  rink,  and  a  sports  stadium,  all 
representing  a  major  increment  to  existing  recreational  facilities  in  the  region. 

Additionally,  the  buffer  lands  outside  the  fence  (3,138  acres  [1,241  hectares])  to  be  ^ven  to 
NYSDEC  would  be  legislatively  mandated  to  remain  in  their  natural  State  for  conservation  and 
recreational  purposes. 
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Table  &4 

Comparison  of  Economic  and  Fiscal  Impacts  Among  the  Three  Action  Alternatives 


-  Calegc^.'  ; 

Caivertmi  ,  Catvarton 

Enterprise  Pwtt  EnierpriaePa^ 
Reuse  fHan  Raceww  Alternative 

Pecoi^VRIage 

Attemafive 

Employment  Impacts 

Permanent 

Direct  Employment 

3,175 

2,199 

1,923 

Direct  Annual  Earnings 

$81 .3  million 

$53.6  million 

$49.4  million 

Indirect  Employment 

3,551 

2,413 

1,886 

indirect  Annual  Earnings 

$70.7  million 

$48.4  million 

$41.3 

Temporary  Construction* 

Direct  Annual 

ConstructionEmployment 

243 

217 

204 

Direct  Annual 

ConstructionEamings 

$7.9  million 

$7.0  million 

$6.6  million 

Indirect  Annual 

Employment 

289 

258 

243 

Indirect  Annual  Earnings  ^ 

$7.5  million  ’ 

$6.7  million 

$5.7  million 

Fiscal  Impacts 

Wage/Sales  Tax  Revenue 

$15.6  million 

$14.8  million 

$4.0  miilion 

Real  Property  Tax  Revenue 

$3.8  million 

$3.4  million 

$8.3  million 

Subtotal 

$19.4  million 

$18.2  million 

$12.3  million 

Note  *:  Economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  estimates  based  on  long-term  (20-year)  alternative 
development  plans  that  are  subject  to  change.  Construction  acti^  is  assumed  to  occur  over  20 
years.  '  , 
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Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Regarding  ser^ces  associated  with  residential  populations,  no  direct  or  indirect  impacts  on  school 
services  are  anticipated  because  there  would  be  no  new  residents  on  the  site  and  no  new  induced 
population  is  anticipated.  Because  the  raceway  would  attract  an  estimated  increase  of  500,000 
visitors  to  the  site  per  year,  there  is  the  potential  for  an  increased  demand  on  health  services. 
However,  the  available  health  facilities  and  services  would  be  adequate  to  cope  with  the  temporary 
visitor  population  and  workers  at  the  site. 

As  vwth  the  Ri»ise  Plan,  provition  of  private  security  and  emergency  sendees  on  site  under  the 
Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative,  together  with  the  increased  local  tax  base  resulting  from 
development  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  would  support  the  small  increments  in  public  safety  and 
emergency  sendee  capacity  that  may  be  required. 

This  ahemative  would  provide  a  m^or  increase  in  the  availability  of  parks  and  recreation  facilities  in 
the  region,  including  an  increment  of 999  acres  (405  hectares)  of  designated  new  open  space,  park, 
and  recreation  land.  The  theme  park  attractions  and  the  commercial  recreation  area  described  under 
Reuse  Plan  would  remain  the  same,  augmented  by  the  raceway.  Buffer  lands,  as  previously  pointed 
out,  would  go  to  NYSDEC  and  remain  in  their  natural  state. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

This  alternative  is  the  only  alternative  that  introduces  a  residential  component  with  a  total  resident 
pojHilation  of 2,889.  Schools,  however,  would  not  be  impacted,  as  residents  would  be  aged  55  and 
over,  and  new  employment  (1,923  jobs)  would  not  be  likely  to  induce  new  residents  of  other  age 
groups  to  the  area  Antidpat^  impacts  to  health  care  services,  particularly  geriatric  services,  would 
be  greato’  than  for  dther  the  Reuse  Plan  or  Entoprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative.  Although  no  plans 
for  cooperative  arrangemoits  with  area  hospitals  have  yet  been  developed,  no  significant  impacts  on 
health  care  frdlities  are  expected  due  to  declining  demand  for  hospital  beds,  the  scale  of  existing  area 
health  care  facilities,  and  the  small  increment  this  new  population  represents  relative  to  the  overall 
regioiud  population. 

No  major  problems  are  anticipated  regarding  public  safety  and  emergency  services.  The  Peconic 
Village  alternative  adds  a  small  number  of  new  residents  to  the  area,  but  only  61  percent  of  the 
enq)loyment  antidpated  under  the  Reuse  Plan.  Further,  large  numbers  of  seasonal  and  event  visitors 
to  the  site  would  be  eliminated  because  the  land  use  components  attracting  them  are  eliminated. 
Increases  in  the  local  tax  base  would  be  expected  to  support  increments  in  services  that  may  be 
required. 

Implementation  of  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  would  also  substantially  increase  parkland 
recreation  facilities  in  the  area,  providing  a  total  of  1,428  acres  (578  hectares)  of  designated  open 
space,  parkland,  and  two  golf  courses. 
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S.3.4  Transportation 

The  project  site  is  located  on  Long  Island  in  Suffolk  County,  New  York,  approximately  80  iniles  ea« 
of  mid-town  Manhattan  and  over  50  miles  west  of  Montauk  Point.  Regional  access  to  the  ate  is 
provided  by  NYS  Route  495  (Long  Island  Expressway),  which  runs  east-west.  Local  ro^way 
circulation  is  provided  through  several  rural  arterials  that  surround  the  site.  Key  study  area  roadways 
include  Middle  Country  Road  (Route  25),  ManorvilleAVading  River/Schultz  Road,  Edwards  Avenue, 

and  William  Floyd  Parkway  (Route  46). 

The  quality  of  traffic  flow  through  an  intersection  is  described  by  the  intersection’s  level  of  service 
(LOS).  Traffic  data  were  collected  at  seven  locations  for  this  analysis  (Figure  S-5,  Traffic  Count 
Locations)  Eadi  intersection  was  alsoinventoried  tcrdetennine  the  capadty  of  the  intersection  and 
its  approaches,  as  specified  by  the  Transportation  Research  Board’s  Highway  Capacity  Manual 
(HCM),  1994.  Ciqiacity  analyses  were  performed  at  all  seven  locations. 

Vehicle  trips  generated  under  each  alternative  were  developed  based  on  trip  generation  rates  in  Trip 
Generation  (ITE,  1991)  and  a  number  of  other  sources  and  assumptions.  Table  S-5  reflects  tops 
generated  during’am  and  pm  peak  periods  and  total  daUy  trips  for  each  action  alternative  and  for 
NWIRP  Calverton  at  the  time  the  decision  was  made  to  close  the  facihty. 

Table  S-5 

Generated  Vehicle  Trips 


Time  Period 

NWiPP 

Riverton* 

Calverton 
Enterprise  Park 
Reuse  Plan 

Calverton 
Enterprise 
Park/Racewey 
AKemative  . 

Pecor^ 

Vil}£^e 

Alternate 

Weekday 

AM 

1410 

2,693 

2,096 

1,885 

PM 

1410 

4,161 

3,707 

2,038 

Daily  Trips 

2820 

42,856 

38,553 

19,919 

Saturday 

Peak  Hour  Enter 

60 

1,737 

4,061 

776 

Peak  Hour  Exit 

60 

3,145 

3,399 

739 

Daily  Trips 

150 

33,834 

46,498 

14,213 

^Note:  Trif»  estimato( 

d  for  NWIRP  Calverton  at  time  of  decision  to  close  (1994). 
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No  Action  Alternative 

The  fiituie  traffic  network  uses  existing  (1996)  volumes  as  a  baseline,  provides  2.5  percent 

per  year  background  growth  (provided  by  NYSDOT  [Thomwell,  June  7,  1996]),  and  adds  trips  to 
account  for  the  specific  developments  in  Riverhead  and  Brookhaven. 

The  significant  background  traffic  growth,  along  with  traffic  generated  by  the  future  developments 
in  Riverhead  and  Brookhaven,  would  result  in  most  of  the  signalized  intersections  operating  at  or 
above  aq)acity  uofcr  the  fiiture  no  action  conditions.  Extensive  delays  and  congestion  would  re^t. 
Operations  at  the  unsignalized  intersections  at  Schultz  Road-Long  Island  Expressway  and  River 
Road-Edwards  Aveiue  would  ronain  at  acceptable  levels.  Analysis  of  weekend  conditions  indicates 
that  the  signalized  intersections  would  operate  at  or  near  capacity. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Ren? “  Plan 

The  Reuse  Plan  would  generate  considerable  additional  trips,  creating  a  dramatic  increase  in 
congestion  levels  that  would  significantly  impact  all  of  the  study  area  intersections  during  both 
weekday  and  weekend  analysis  conditions. 

Mitigation  including  widoiing  of  ^proaches,  provision  of  turn  lanes,  and  signalization  changes,  has 
been  suggested  for  three  intersections:  Middle  Country  Road  and  Edwards  Avenue  (Location  2), 
Middle  Country  Road  and  North  Country  Road  (Location  3);  and  Middle  Country  Road  and 
Manorville  Road  (Location  4).  The  mitigated  conditions  result  in  operation  at  levels  similar  to  foture 
baseline  conditions. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Ahemative  would  generate  fewer  weekday  vehicle  trips  than 
the  Reuse  Plan.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  weekday  impacts  to  the  study  area  intersection  are  less  than 
the  Reuse  Plan,  continued  poor  operation  at  the  study  area  intersections  is  expected,  although  the  v/c 
ratios  are  marginally  improved  compared  to  the  Reuse  Plan  for  weekdays.  The  racetrack  component 
of  this  alternative  and  the  scheduled  weekend  events  result  in  a  substantially  greater  impact  on  the 
Saturday  peak  than  the  Reuse  Plan.  Extensive  delays  and  congestion  can  be  expected  as  racetrack-, 
stadium-,  and  theme  park-generated  traffic  simultaneously  travel  to  and  from  the  site. 

Mitigative  measures  for  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  under  the  Reuse  Plan,  with  the  same 
anticipated  results. 
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Pcconic  Village  Alternative 

Ahhou A  this  akwnative  generates  fewer  trips  and  opaati<Mis  are  soii^h^  improved  over  the  Rwse 
Plan,  poor  operations  are  expected  to  continue  under  this  alternative  similar  to  the  future  baselme 
OTiKhtion.  Operation  at  the  study  area  intersections  remains  poor,  with  inost  lane  ^oup  movements 
operating  at  LOS  “F,”even  thouii  the  v/c  ratios  are  marginally  inq)roved  in  comparison  to  the  Reuse 

Plan. 

Mitigadve  measures  for  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  and  under  the  Reuse  Plan,  with  the  same 
anticipated  results. 


S.3.5  Air  Quality 

The  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA),  under  the  requirements  of  the  1970  Clean  i^r 
Act  (CAA)  as  amended  in  1977  and  1990,  established  primaiy  and  secondary  standards  known  as  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  for  six  criteria  pollutants:  carbon  monoxide  (CO); 
sulfur  dioxide  (SOj);  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO^);  ozone  (O3);  particulate  matter  (dust,  dirt,  soot,  smoke, 
and  Uquid  droplets);  and  lead  (Pb).  Suffolk  County,  where  NWIRP  Calverton  is  located,  is  presently 
by  USEPA  as  a  severe  nonattainment  area  (i.e.,  not  meeting  the  NAAQS)  for  ozone.  The 
county  is  in  attainment  for  the  other  criteria  pollutants. 

No  Action  Alternative 

Avmge  houriy  CO  concentrations  were  predicted  for  the  peak  am  and  pm  one-hour  traffic  penods^ 
Results  siiow  no  violations  of  the  NAAQS  CO  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  ^d  eight-hour  standvd 
offline  ppm  for  either  the  am  or  pm  peak  periods  under  the  no  action  alternative.  Further,  under  this 
alternative  all  currently  operational  functions  at  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be  stopped.  Therefore, 
there  would  be  no  stationary  source  emissions. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Results  of  the  microscale  air  quality  analysis  for  the  Reuse  Plan  show  no  violations  of  the  N^QS 
CO  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  anid  eight-hour  standard  of  nine  ppm.  Statioi^  source  emissions 
would  result  from  the  use  of  boilers  in  existing  and  newly  constructed  buildings  on  the  site.  The 
Reuse  Plan  anticipates  that  the  currently  permitted  steam  plant  on  base  would  be  used  for  |he 
industrial  business  park.  Any  individual  emissions  source  built  to  ineet  spwific  future  facility 
requirements  would  need  to  be  built  in  compliance  with  CAA-related  air  permitting  regulations  to 
ensure  that  no  adverse  air  quality  impact  would  occur. 

Preventive  measures  such  as  use  of  water  to  control  dust  during  demolition  and  construction  would 
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be  used  to  minimirn  fiigitive  dust  from  on-site  constniction  activities.  Mobile  source  emissions 
goierated  from  construction-related  vehicles  and  equipment  would  not  be  significant  and  would  be 
short-term  in  nature. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Results  of  the  nucroscale  air  quality  analyas  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 
also  show  no  vkdafions  of  the  NAAQS  CO  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  and  eight-hour  standard  of 
nine  ppm.  Impacts  from  stationary  sources  and  construction  activities  in  this  alternative  would  be 
similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative. 

The  CO  modeling  for  two  representative  intersections  that  would  be  affected  by  implementation  of 
the  Pecoiuc  Village  Ahemative  shows  no  violations  of  the  NAAQS  CO  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm 
and  eight-hour  standard  of  nine  ppm.  Since  this  alternative  is  primarily  residential  in  nature,  major 
land  use  componaits  such  as  a  thane  paric,  an  airport,  etc.,  would  not  be  part  of  this  plan.  Therefore, 
impacts  from  the  stationary  sources  and  construction  activities  related  to  this  alternative  would  be 
less  than  those  associated  with  the  other  two  action  alternatives. 


S.3.6  Noise 

The  methodology  for  predicting  future  noise  levels  from  mobile  sources  is  based  on  the  assumption 
that  existing  noise  levels  are  dominated  by,  and  are  a  function  of,  existing  traffic  volumes,  and  that 
fijture  noise  levels  can  be  determined  based  on  the  proportional  increase  in  traffic  (on  a  logarithmic 
basis)  associated  with  a  proja:t.  Aviation  noise  levels  are  measured  in  a  similar  fashion. 

A  noise  measurement  survey  was  conducted  in  the  study  area  (Figure  S-6,  Noise  Monitoring 
Locations).  Receptors  were  selected  based  on  noise  sensitivity,  such  as  residential  and  open  space 
use.  All  receptors  were  adjacent  to  streets  where  there  could  be  increased  in  traffic  due  to 
implementation  of  the  Reuse  Plan.  At  all  monitoring  locations,  the  predominant  source  of  noise  is 
veNcular  traffic.  The  measured  noise  levels  are  common  for  residential  areas,  reflecting  the  level  of 
vehicular  traffic  present. 

V 

No  Action  Alternative 

Because  of  both  anticipated  annual  traffic  growth  and  specific  developments  planned  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  study  area  that  would  also  increase  traffic  volume,  there  would  be  increases  in  peak  hour  noise 
levels  from  existing  conditions  to  the  future  no  action  condition.  These  increases  are  predicted  to 
range  from  2  to  7  dBA  at  the  six  study  sites.  The  corresponding  24-hour  equivalent  noise  level 
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(L  J24])  and  day-night  noise  level  (L^  would  range  from  0  to  5  dBA. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Peak  hour  L„  shows  that  at  only  three  sites,  Sites  2,  4,  and  5.  the  increase  in  noise  levels  due  to 
traffir.  would  be  greater  than  3  dBA  (the  level  at  which  sound  becomes  perceptible  to  most  people) 
(xmipared  to  the  no  action  condition  on  weekdays.  At  Sites  2,  3, 4,  5,  and  6,  the  largest  increase  in 
weekday  noise  levels  would  be  between  1 1  pm  and  12  midnight  because  of  vehicles  departing  the 
theme  attractions.  On  weekends,  the  sites  that  would  experience  increases  in  noise  levels  greater  than 
3  dBA  would  be  Sites  2, 4,  and  5.  The  peak  hour  at  Site  3  is  two  dBA  At  Sites  2, 3, 4,  and  5, 
the  largest  increase  in  noise  levels  during  a  weekend  would  be  between  1 1  pm  and  12  midmght. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)-preferred  computer  model,  Inte^ated  Noise  Model 
(INM,  version  5.0),  was  utilized  to  predict  the  noise  impact  from  the  forecasted  high-,  mid-,  and  low- 
range  aircraft  oper^ons  under  the  Reuse  Plan.  Aircraft  noise  levels  are  typic^y  expressed  in  tenns 
of  decibels.  In  general,  residential  land  uses  are  not  normally  compatible  with  outdoor  Day-Night 
Average  Sound  Level  (DNL)  above  65  dBA. 

The  TTKHl<^>«ng  results  indicate  that  the  areas  with  noise  levels  above  65  dBA  are  TOntained  pnmmly 
within  the  airport  runway  buffer  zones  for  ail  operational  ranges,  except  that  high-range  activities 
would  result  in  a  65  dB  contour  extending  outside  the  northern  buffer  zone,  encompassing  an  area 
of  18  acres  (seven  hectares).  The  noise  levels  in  this  area  would  therefore  exceed  the  FAA- 
recommended  standard  of  65  dBA  under  high-range  operations  only. 

Increased  noise  levels  during  construction  would  vary  widely  depending  on  the  specific  activities, 
and  would  be  greatest  though  short-lived  during  the  early  stages  of  construction.  Noise  levels  from 
such  mechanical  equipment  at  the  site  under  the  Reuse  Plan  are  not  anticipated  be  significant. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Peak  hour  analysis  for  this  alternative  shows  that  only  at  Sites  2,  4,  and  5,  would  increases  in 
noise  levels  be  greater  than  3  decibels  over  the  course  of  the  day  and  night.  At  Sites  2,  3, 4,  and  5, 
the  largest  increase  in  noise  levels  during  a  weekday  would  be  between  1 1  pm  and  12  imdnight.  On 
weekends,  the  increase  in  noise  levels  due  to  traffic  would  be  greater  than  3  dBA  at  Sites  2, 4,  and 
5.  At  Sites  2, 3, 4,  and  5,  the  largest  inwease  in  noise  levels  during  a  weekend  would  be  between  1 1 
pm  and  12  midnight. 

The  noise  levels  near  the  racetrack  can  be  expected  to  increase  20  dB  or  more,  considered  a 
significant  increase  in  noise  level.  However,  these  predicted  noise  impacts  are  based  on  a  set  of 
conservative  assumptions  that  represent  a  potential  worst  case  peak  hour  operational  scenario  and 
do  not  incorporate  potential  noise  attenuation  derived  from  the  presence  of  barriers,  berms, 
v^etation  and  trees,  building  walls,  etc.  Moreover,  based  on  the  current  anticipated  racing  schedule. 
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the  total  mimher  of  radng  event  hours  over  an  entire  year  would  be  108  hours,  or  1 .2  percent  of  the 
year.  Thwefore,  race  event  noise  impact,  though  sigmficant  with  respect  to  generated  noise  leveis, 
is  of  short  duration  and  infrequent  occurrence.  Rnally,  races  would  be  scheduled  in  the  daytime  when 
noise  impacts  are  generally  less  disruptive  than  at  night. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

The  peak  hour  Lj,  analysis  shows  at  Sites  4  and  5,  ino’eases  in  noise  levels  greater  than  3  dB  A  would 
take  place  over  the  course  of  day  and  nighttime  hours.  On  weekends,  noise  leveis  at  Sites  4  and  S 
would  be  greater  than  3  dBA  The  USHUD  criteria  for  acceptable  noise  levels  at  housing 
developments  is  an  Lj„  of  65  dBA,  which  would  be  exceeded  at  Sites  4  and  5  under  this  alternative. 


S.3.7  Infrastructure 

Infrastructure  involves  sudi  systems  as  water  supply,  storm  drdnage,  sanitary  sewer,  electricity,  gas, 
and  steam  distribution. 

No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  there  would  be  limited  demand  for  utilities  since  the  facility  would 
be  closed  and  no  permanent  maintenance  staff  would  be  retained;  however,  a  small  security  force 
would  remain.  All  unused  existing  utility  systems  would  be  abandoned  in  place  and  permanently 
closed. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan,  Enterprise  Park/Raceway,  and  Peconic  VUlage 
Alternatives  ■ 

Projected  impacts  on  infrastructure  elements  for  the  three  action  alternatives  are  summarized  as 
follows: 

•  Water  supply  -  Total  projected  water  use  in  all  cases  would  be  less  than  existing 
permit  limits.  Ultimately  according  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  to  meet  the  full  demands  of 
reuse,  the  Town  of  Riveihead  Water  District  would  be  extended  to  serve  the  site  and 
the  extension  would  be  integrated  with  the  existing  water  distribution  network. 

•  Storm  drainage  -  Development  of  areas  that  are  currently  unpaved  would  result  in  an 
increase  in  the  amount  of  on-tite  impervious  sur&ces  for  all  alternatives,  which  would 
in  turn  increase  the  total  volume  and  rate  of  stormwater  discharge  and  would  require 
new  storm  sewer  construction,  including  recharge  basins.  Incremental  construction 
would  require  State  General  Stormwater  Discharge  Permits  to  address  stormwater 
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ninofif  from  industrial  uses,  including  a  plan  for  minimizing  poUutants  in  runoff. 

.  Sanitary  Sewer  -  Future  sanitary  flow  is  expected  to  exceed  historic  volumes  of 
wastewater  treated  via  the  existing  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  (STP)  and  septic  system 
Improvements  and  additions  to  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  would  be  expected 
to  provide  adequate  capacity  for  all  alternatives. 

•  Electricity  -  Electricity  would  be  provided  to  the  site  by  LILCO  or  P ASNY  for  all 
three  alternatives. 

•  Gas  -  Although  there  is  a  four-in  (ten-cm)  cut  and  capped  gas  main  extending  onto 
NWIRP  Calverton  that  presurnahljLXOuld  provide  gas  to  the  ate,  irone  of  the 
alternatives  specifically  indicate  this  possibility.  Natural  gas  would  be  available,  if 
necessary,  to  supply  energy  to  on-site  facilities  under  any  of  the  alternatives. 

•  Steam  Distribution  -  Steam  would  continue  to  be  supplied  to  building  in  th'^ 
industrial  core  from  an  existing  steam  plant  currently  undergoing  a  major  boiler 
replacement.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  would  be  ample  steam  available  for  future 
heating  and  industrial  use. 


S.3.8  Cultural  Resources 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHP  A)  provides  that  federal  agencies  t^e 
into  account  the  effect  of  their  actions  on  any  district,  site,  buildings,  structures,  or  objects  included 
in  or  eli^ble  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

The  cultural  resources  survey  conducted  at  NWIRP  Calverton  (TAMS  and  Historical  Perspectives, 
Inc.  1996)  idartified  three  structures  built  wthin  the  past  50  years  that  could  be  considered  ehgible 
for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Plant  6  and  Plant  7  (built  in  1952),  excellent  examples 
of  military-industrial  architecture  of  wide-span  steel  frame  and  precast  concrete  panel  curtain  wall 
construction;  and  the  Anechoic  Chamber,  a  prototypical  research,  development,  testmg,  and 
evaluation  facility  (built  in  1968)  for  the  testing  of  aircraft  electronic  and  radar  systems. 

Based  on  the  field  survey  five  areas  within  the  fence  at  NWIRP  Calverton  were  identified  as  areas  of 
high  potential  for  finding  prehistoric  resources. 

In  accordance  with  the  NHPA,  the  Navy  has  r«iuested  the  incurrence  of  the  New  York  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office  with  the  above  findings  of  eligibility  and  sensitivity. 
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No  Action  Alternative 

Under  future  basdine  (no  action)  conditions,  there  would  be  no  new  construction  or  alteration  in  the 
area  of  the  historic  buildings.  Closure  of  NWIRP  Calverton  would  follow  the  standards  and 
-procedures  for  mothballing  facilities  published  in  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  F acility  Layaway 
and  CareUAer  Maintenance  Standards  (Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  September  1994), 
thus  there  diould  be  no  adverse  effect  on  the  historic  structures. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Both  Bldgs  6  and  7  would  be  part  of  the  industrial  park,  and  assuming  that  any  exterior  renovations 
are  made  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  tbe^  Interior’s  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and 
Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings,  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  on  these 
structures.  The  interior  of  the  Anechoic  Chamber  is  intrinsic  to  its  significance!  if  renovations  to 
either  the  interior  or  exterior  of  the  Anechoic  Chamber  are  carried  out  according  to  the 
aforementioned  standards  and  guidelines,  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  on  the  chamber  either. 

Under  the  Raise  Plan,  archaeological  resources  of  high  sensitivity  may  be  disturbed  in  the  area  of  the 
industrial  buriness  park  and  the  commercial  recreation  area.  A  Phase  IB  archaeological  survey  would 
be  needed  before  any  devdopment  occurs  to  fiilly  determine  potential  effect  in  high  sensitivity  areas. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Exactly  the  same  considerations  relate  to  exterior  and  interior  renovations  of  Bldgs  6  and  7  and  the 
Anechoic  Chamber  as  were  detailed  under  the  Reuse  Plan. 

Future  development  in  the  industrial  business  park-would  likely  differ  fi’om  the  Reuse  Plan,  but  any 
ground  disturbance  in  the  areas  of  high  sensitivity  would  still  require  that  a  Phase  IB  archaeolo^cal 
survey  be  performed  to  fully  determine  potential  effect. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

The  same  considerations  for  exterior  and  interior  renovation  apply  to  Bldgs  6  and  7  as  under  the  prior 
two  alternatives,  as  they  are  proposed  for  use  in  the  industrial  business  park  and  civic  facilities, 
respectively.  Under  this  alternative  the  Anechoic  Chamber  would  be  demolished  to  accommodate 
the  seiuor  dtizen  asristed  hving  houring.  TWs  action  would  have  an  adverse  effect  because  it  involves 
the  physical  destruction,  damage,  or  alteration  of  all  or  part  of  the  property  (36  CFR  800.9[b]l). 
Building  recordation,  including  large-format  photographs  and  measured  drawings  of  the  building, 
would  constitute  proper  mitigation. 

Archaeological  resources  of  high  sensitivity  may  be  disturbed  in  the  areas  of  assisted  living  housing, 
commercial  use  adjacent  to  the  east  runway,  the  senior  housing  area  directly  east  of  the  industrial 
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core  and  in  the  area  of  the  STP.  A  Phase  IB  archaeological  survey  would  be  needed 
development  occurs  to  fuUy  determine  potential  effect  of  development  in  these  areas  of  high 

senMtmty. 


S,3,9  Topography,  Geology,  and  Soils 

Given  the  gently  sloping  relief  of  the  NWIRP  fenced-in  area,  none  of  the  action  dtematives  would 
significantly  affect  existing  topography.  Construction  of  the  proposed  uses  within  each  alternative 
would  not  likely  require  extensive  regrading,  excavation,  or  filling.  Further,  because  no  deep 
excavations  would  be  required,  no  direct  impacts  to  geologic  resources  are  anticipated. 

NWIRP  Calverton  lies  within  two  soih  associations  the  Haven-Riverhead  association  and  the 
Plymouth-Carver  association  (USDA  1975).  Approximately  three-quarters  of  the  fenced-m  area  and 
the  northern  buffer  zone  fall  within  the  Haven-Riverhead  association,  contaimng  soils  that  are 
typicaUy  deep,  nearly  level  to  gently  sloping,  and  well-drained.  Development  ^  propos^  in  the 
akematives  is  generally  considered  compatible  with  the  soils  association,  because  of  its  good  drainage 
and  the  ease  of  excavation.  In  places  where  there  may  be  a  high  water  table  or  where  sods  are  on 
steep  slopes,  construction  procedures  to  reduce  effects  on  groundwater  and  on  soils  would  need  to 
be  implemented.  A  soU  erosion  and  sediment  control  plan  would  be  prepared  pnor  to  construction 

to  adless  these  issues. 


The  Pine  Barrens  Plan  (Volume  1,  Chapter  5,  CPBJP&PC,  1995)  defines  a  set  of  standards  ^d 
guidelines  for  land  use  that  would  be  applicable  to  aU  of  the  alternatives.  The  lands  proposed  for 
development  for  each  alternative  are  within  the  CGA  of  the  Central  Pine  Barrens. 


S.3.10  Water  Quality  and  Hydrology 

Most  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  located  within  the  Peconic  River  drainage  basin.  The  Peconic  River 
is  the  largest  stream  in  Suffolk  County  and  lies  just  south  of  NWIRP  C^verton.  Surface  water  on 
the  site  generally  moves  in  a  southerly  direction  towards  the  Peconic  River.  Most  of  the  bodies  ot 
water  on  NWIRP  Calverton  are  a  combination  of  a  pond  and  wetland,  ranging  in  size  from  about  one- 
quarter  to  ten  acres  (one-tenth  to  four  hectares). 

Segments  of  the  Peconic  River  and  three  of  its  tributaries  near  NWIRP  Calverton  are  designated 
“scenic”  under  the  New  York  State  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  Rivers  System  Act  (Title  27  of 
Article  15  of  the  Environmental  Conservation  Law).  For  each  river  under  the  Act,  a  river  area 
or  “scenic  conidor,”  delineated  firom  either  river  bank  is  subject  to  reflation.  Within  the  regulated 
area  of  this  scenic  corridor,  new  multiple-family  dwellings,  commercial,  and  industnal  uses  not 
permitted.  The  Peconic  Estuary  also  fells  under  the  purview  of  the  Nation^  Estuary  Progr^  (NEP), 
designed  to  promote  long-term  planning  and  management  in  nationally  significant  estuaries  that  are 
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threatened  by  pollution,  development,  or  overuse  (LIRPB,  1993). 

Three  major  aquifers  underlie  NWIRP  Calverton.  From  nearest  the  ground  surface  in  descending 
Older,  these  are  the  Upper  Glacial  Formation,  Magothy,  and  Lloyd  Sand  aquifers.  The  water  table 
beneath  NWIRP  Calverttm  lies  within  the  Upper  Gladal  Formation  Aquifer.  Groundwater  serves  as 
the  source  of  drinking  water  for  population  residing  within  a  four-mi  (6.4-km)  radius  of  NWIRP 
Calverton  (Halliburton  NUS,  1992). 

NWIRP  Calverton  lies  completely  within  one  of  the  nine  Special  Groundwater  Protection  Areas 
(SPGAs)  established  by  the  Long  Island  Regional  Planning  Board  (LIRPB).  SPGAs  are  considered 
critical  environmental  areas  (CEAs)  pursuant  to  SEQR  and  cany  specific  requirements  for  land  use 
activities  and  groundwater  protection.  No  part  of  the  NWIRP  Calverton  fenced  area  where  actual 
reuse  would  occur  lies  within  the  100-year  floodplain  of  any  river  or  stream. 

No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  water  quality  and  hydrologic  resources  would  not  be  adversely 
affected.  The  existing  Calverton  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  (STP)  would  not  be  operating;  therefore 
would  be  eliminated.  Further,  additional  stormwater  runoff  would  not  be  produced,  nor 
would  recharge  to  underground  aquifers  be  affected,  because  there  would  be  no  changes  to  the 
amount  or  type  of  impervious  surfaces  at  the  site. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

The  Reuse  Plan,  as  well  as  the  other  alternatives,  would  be  subject  to  SPDES  regulations  for  control 
of  stormwater  and  for  the  existing  and  future  new  STP.  Specific  impacts  of  the  Reuse  Plan  on 
surface  waters  would  depend  on  site-specific  development  for  each  of  the  major  land  use  categories 
(e.g.,  industrial  business  park,  conunwcial  recreation  area,  theme  park,  etc.).  Construction  actmties 
associated  with  development  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  subject  to  the  State  construction  site  general 
permit  issued  under  the  SPDES  program. 

Stormwater  pollution  prevention  plans  (SWP3s)  would  need  to  be  prepared  prior  to  a  formal 
approval  for  general  permit  coverage.  Given  the  scope  of  potential  redevelopment  at  NWIRP 
Calverton,  it  is  likely  that  areas  often  acres  (four  hectares)  or  more  would  be  disturbed  (an  estimated 
potential  iitcrease  in  impervious  surfaces  would  be  about  320  acres  [130  hectares]  at  full  build-out). 
Therefore,  temporary  or  permanent  sediment  basins  would  need  to  be  provided  until  final  site 
stabilization.  However,  use  of  alternative  natural  recharge  areas  and/or  drainage  systems  that  would 
cause  less  disturbance  of  the  site  may  be  encouraged  per  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan.  Those  alternatives 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  use  of  natural  swales  and  depressions  and/or  the  installation  of 
perforated  pipe,  vertical  drains  or  dry  wells. 
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With  regard  to  groundwater,  the  industrial  business  park,  airport,  and  commercial  uses  have  the 
potential  for  accidental  poUutio*:  of  groundwater  (and  surface  water)  or  endangerment  of  public 
health.  These  uses  would  be  required  to  prepare  Spill  Contingency  Plans.  Nitrates  from  fertilizers 
that  would  be  used  on  the  golf  course  of  the  Reuse  Plan  are  also  of  potential  concern.  Nitrate 
lAfirViing  lends  itself  to  control  by  best  management  practices  (BMPs),  including  applying  slow  rele^ 
nitrogen  sources,  reducing  the  total  yearly  amount  of  nitrogen  fertilizer  applied,  and  other  similar 

controls. 

A  portion  of  the  Peconic  River  scenic  corridor  traverses  the  site;  it  is  estimated  that  approximately 
526  acres  (213  hectares)  of  land  within  the  fence  would  be  restricted  from  development. 
Redevdopment  of  these  lands  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  scenic  corridor  regulations  and  could 
not  be  developed  as  proposed.  - - - 

The  portion  of  the  Peconic  River  Scenic  Corridor  on  NWIRP  Calverton  was  specificaUy  discussed 
in  the  Pine  Barrens  Commission  Findings  Statement  for  the  Central  Pine  Barrens  Plan,  essentially 
stating  that  the  Commission  would  support  and  recommend  that  the  northerly  boundary  of  the  scenic 
river  area  within  the  CGA  of  NWIRP  Calverton  be  moved  to  a  point  cotemmous  with  the  Core 
Preservation  Area  boundary  line,  under  certain  conditions  (compliance  with  Pine  Barrens  Plan  and 
improvement  of  the  Calverton  STP,  [Subchapter  4.10.2]).  If  the  conditions  were  met,  the  ^nic 
corridor  could  be  relocated  outside  the  fenced-in  area  and  would  therefore  pose  no  restriction  to 
Reuse  Plan  implementation. 

Estimated  wastewater  treatment  demands  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  require  a  new  STP  (probably 
groundwater-discharging),  proposed  for  the  northern  area  of  the  site.  The  Peconic  Estuary 
Program’s  Comprehensive  Conservation  and  Management  Plan  (CCMP)  recommends  that  new 
groundwater-discharging  STPs  be  avoided  in  the  Peconic  River  area,  ^d  considered  only  1)  if  best 
available  denitrification  technology  is  used;  2)  if  the  project  is  associated  with  signifiewt,  natural- 
resources,  and/or  surface  water  quality  benefits;  and  3)  if  additional  analysis  shows  that  impacts  on 
the  Peconic  River  would  be  negligible. 

The  Final  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan  also  addresses  the  issue  of  wastewater 
discharges.  Based  on  the  proposed  location  of  the  new  STP,  flow  from  the  STP  di^harge  would  be 
to  the  north,  away  from  the  Pine  Barrens,  and  thus  compatible  with  the  Plan’s  requirement  that  STP 
discharges  “shall  be  outside  and  down  gradient  of  the  Central  Pine  Barrens...  where  deemed  practical.” 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Spedfic  impacts  of  the  Ent«prise  Park/Raceway  alternative  on  surface  waters  would  depend  on  site- 
specific  development  within  each  of  the  major  land  use  categories,  as  for  the  Reuse  Plan. 
Development  would  need  to  be  designed  to  meet  all  surface  water  regulations  of  the  town  of 
Riverhead,  the  County  of  Suffolk,  and  NYSDEC  for  water  quality,  industrial  waste  discharges, 
sewage  discharges,  and  stormwater. 
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Because  maiy  of  the  land  uses  are  siinilar  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  issues  concerning  potential  groundwater 
cfifects  would  be  similar.  The  standards  and  guidelines  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan,  BMPs  identified  for 
the  Reuse  Plan,  and  protective  measures  and  policies  defined  in  the  SGPA  Plan  requiring  compliance 
would  be  applicable  to  this  alternative  as  they  are  for  the  Reuse  Plan.  The  same  constraints  regarding 
thePeconic  River  scenic  corridor  and  the  new  STP  also  apply. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Senior  housing  is  the  primary  land  use  in  this  alternative.  Because  the  industrial  park,  comrnercial 
uses,  golf  course(s),  and  infiastnicture  (STP)  remain  as  land  use  components,  however,  potential  for 
impacts  to  the  groundwater  would  exist  for  this  alternative.  The  industrial  business  park  user(s) 
would  be  reqiured  to  prepare  spill  plan(s)-for  reviewand  ^proval  by  NYSDEC.  The  Pine  Barrens 
Plan,  BMPs,  and  SGPA  protective  measures  and  policies  would  also  apply. 

The  constraints  regarding  the  scenic  corridor  and  the  required  new  STP  that  applied  to  the  other  two 
alternatives  are  also  applicable  to  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative. 


S.3.11  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

NWIRP  Calverton,  located  within  the  Long  Island  Pine  Barrens,  is  home  to  many  plant  and  anitnal 
i^)edes,  some  of  which  are  classified  as  endangered  or  threatened  by  New  York  State  (Central  Pine 
Barrens  Joint  Planning  and  PoUcy  Commission  [CPBJP&PC],  1995).  The  buffer  areas  outside  the 
fence  provide  habitat  for  many  plants  and  animals. 

Most  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  other  than  the  developed  lands  within  the  fenced  area  and  the  agricultural 
areas  in  the  buffer  zones,  supports  forest  dominated  by  pitch  pine  and  upland  oaks  (Figure  S-7, 
Genoalized  V^etation  Cover).  Vegetation  exists  in  three  categories:  improved;  semi-improved;  and 
unimproved. 

Twenty-five  wetlands,  wetland  complexes,  and  deep  water  habitats  totaling  251  acres  (102  hectares) 
have  been  identified  on  NWIRP  Calverton  property  (Myers  and  Gaf&iey,  1989).  TAMS  identified 
two  additional  potential  wetlands  during  their  field  reconnaissance  in  May  1996.  An  impounded 
stretch  of  the  Peconic  River  is  the  only  one  lacustrine  (lake)-type  deep  water  habitat. 

Torestrial  wildlife  on  NWIRP  Calverton  includes  a  large  population  of  whitetail  deer,  ring-necked 
pheasants,  bobwhite,  quail,  cottontail  rabbits,  woodchucks,  gray  squirrels,  raccoon,  red  fox,  opossum 
and  weasd  occur  (Myers  and  Gaf&iey,  1989),  and  a  variety  of  songbirds.  The  Peconic  River,  McKay 
Lake,  and  seven  pond/wetlands  are  known  to  support  fisheries  (Myers  and  Gaf&iev,  1989). 
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As  of  1991,  no  federal^  liaed  threatened  or  endangered  species  were  known  to  reside  within  a  four- 
mi  (six-km)  radius  of  NWIRP  Calverton  (Halliburton  NUS,  1995,  as  cited  in  CF  Braun,  1995). 
However,  several  plants,  amphibians,  insects,  fish  and  birds  listed  by  the  State  of  New  York  as 
endangered,  rare,  or  of  spedal  concern  do  occur  on  the  site.  Of  the  52  species  identified 
iw  endangered,  or  species  of  concern  bn  NWIRP  Calverton  by  the  New  Yoik  Natural 

Heritage  Program,  six  species  (three  plant  and  three  animal)  are  located  within  the  fenced  area 
(O’Neill,  1996). 


No  Action  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  the  maintained  and  semi-m^twned  management  areas  would  no  longer  be 
maintained  and  would  soon  become- successional-old  - field,  with  the  encroachment  of  woody 
vegetation  resulting  in  a  gradual  loss  of  grassland  habitat.  The  only  impact  to  wildlife  within  the 
fenced  area  would  likely  be  the  continued  overpopulation  of  deer.  If  this  alternative  were  selected, 
a  deer  management  program  should  be  set  up  to  determine  the  appropriate  herd  size  for  the  available 
food  sources  on  site  and  the  herd  should  be  culled  accordingly. 


Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  nan 

Approximately  two-thirds  of  the  856  improved  and  semi-improved  acres  (342  hectares)  of  grassland 
within  the  fence  would  be  developed  under  this  alternative.  The  remaining  one-third  will  be  either 
parkland  or  conserved  as  natural  area.  Three  conservation  areas  totaling  580  acres  (232  hectares) 
would  not  be  impacted  by  the  proposed  development  (Myers  and  Gafl&iey,  1989).  The  greatest 
impact  vegetatively  would  be  the  destruction  of  tracts  of  forest  land  that,  although  not  highly  diverse, 
do  provide  habitat  for  a  large  portion  of  the  vwldlife  that  exists  on  site,  including  three  State-listed 
threatened  and  endangered  animal  species. 

Seven  distinct  wetland  areas  are  located  within  the  main  development  footprint  of  the  Reuse  Plan, 
between  the  two  runways  (Vvetlands  4,  5, 6,  7,  8, 10,  and  27;  Figure  S-8  [Wetlands]).  In  addition, 
two  wedands  (Wetlands  2  and  3)  are  located  in  the  northeastern  comer  of  the  site,  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  27-acre  (1 1-hectare)  natural  area. 

All  disturbances  to  wetlands  with  an  area  of  at  least  12.4  acres  (five  hectares),  or  smaller  if  they  have 
unusual  local  inqwrtance  as  determined  by  NYSDEC,  require  a  permit  from  the  US  Army  Corps  of 
En^neers  (COE)  and  ^proval  fi-om  NYSDEC.  Although  all  potentially  impacted  wetlands  are  less 
than  12.4  acres  (five  hectares),  NYSDEC  has  jurisdiction  over  four  of  the  seven  wetlands  within  the 
core  area  (Wetlands  4,  5,  6,  and  8)  and  the  two  wetlands  (2  and  3)  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
natural  area.  Therefore,  coordination  with  both  NYSDEC  and  the  COE  is  anticipated. 

Analysis  for  any  proposed  project  under  the  Reuse  Plan  that  would  affect  wetlands  must  consider 
avoiding  impacts  to  wetlands  as  described  in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  Between  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  Department  of  the  Army  Concerning  the  Determination 
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of  Mitigation  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  Section  404  (b)(1)  Guidelines. 

The  amount  of  v^etation  lost  directly  correlates  to  the  amount  of  habitat  lost  to  bird,  mammal,  fish, 
amphibian  and  insect  populations.  The  surrounding  woodland  and  grassland  communities  can 
potentially  absorb  the  ^ditional  vacating  population,  but  there  would  still  be  a  loss  of  wildlife  due 
to  road  crossing  and  the  inability  to  move  during  construction  phases. 

Four  of  the  six  locations  of  state-listed  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  in  the  Pine  Barrens 
Crxe  Area  would  not  be  directly  inq)acted  by  devdopment.  One  of  the  remaining  two  locations 
is  within  tlw  area  planned  for  a  conununity  park,  and  the  last  location  is  in  the  northeast  portion  of 
the  site,  where  commerdal  and  recreational  uses  are  planned  around  a  natural  area.  The  ultimate 
recipient  of  the  property  would  have  to  consult- with  the  NYSDEC  regarding  locations  for  any 
significant  construction  activity  potentially  affecting  the  habitats. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  raceway  component  of  this  alternative  would  include  fencing,  removable  concrete  bamers,  tire 
walls,  and  semi-permanent  bleachers,  resulting  in  a  greater  impact  to  the  surrounding  habitat  than 
the  aviation  alternative.  The  remaining  impacts  from  this  alternative,  including  the  impacts  fi-om  the 
theme  park,  golf  course,  and  the  commercial  recreation,  are  amilar  to  those  discussed  for  the 
Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan. 

The  vegetation  impacts  will  be  similar  for  this  alternative  as  for  the  Reuse  Plan.  The  raceway 
alternative  would  lose  27  acres  (1 1  hectares)  of  natural  area,  a  loss  of  wildlife  habitat,  for  use  as  an 
industrial  park,  but  there  would  be  less  habitat  loss  in  the  southeastern  portion  of  the  development. 
The  natural  area,  dominated  by  hardwood-pine  forest,  would  be  impacted  by  development. 

The  same  wetland  areas  described  for  the  Reuse  Plan  are  located  within  the  core  area  of  this 
alternative.  The  45-acre  (18-hectare)  industrial  park  recreation  area  would  have  a  greater  impact 
OT  the  2.2-aCTe  (0.9-hectare)  wetland  present  (Wetland  4),  than  the  Reuse  Plan,  if  the  wetland  were 
not  property  protected.  All  disturbances  to  wetlands  would  require  a  permit  fi-om  the  COE. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

The  development  acreage  for  this  alternative  is  less  than  for  the  other  two  alternatives;  however, 
although  the  overall  footprint  of  development  would  have  less  impact  on  the  forests  in  the 
northe^em  section  of  the  devdopment,  there  would  be  more  impact  on  the  central  and  southeastern 
portions  of  the  site.  More  designated  open  space  and  natural  areas  remdn  overall  under  this 
alternative. 
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S.3.12  Petroleum  and  Hazardous  Materials 

NWIRP  Cahraton  ceased  operations  in  Fdjruary  1996.  Hence,  no  hazardous  waste  is  currently  b^g 
generated.  During  its  operation  from  1952  to  1996.  NWIRP  Calyerton  generated  wastes  clarified 
as  hazardous  under  federal  and  New  York  State  regulations  from  aircraft  maintenance,  assernbly  and 
support  operations  throughout  the  instaUation.  The  waste  was  collected,  stored,  and  penodicaUy 
transported  to  the  permitted  hazardous  waste  storage  fedlity  where  it  was  consoUdated  and  prepared 
for  shipment  to  a  permitted  Treatment,  Storage  and  Disposal  (TSD)  facUity.  All  h^ogeMted  and 
non-halogenated  solvents  were  sent  to  an  off-site  fedlity  for  reprocessing  and  kiln  burning.  Indu^^ 
wastewater  was  treated  on-site  at  the  Industrial  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (Halhburton  NUS, 

1995). 

A  series  of  studies  conducted  to  evaluate  past  disposal  sites  and  practices  at  NWIRP  Cdverton  has 
resulted  in  identification  of  a  number  of  sites  with  environmental  concerns.  Surface  sofi,  sediment, 
groundwater,  and  surface  water  contamination  by  such  contaminants  as  metds,  volatile  organic 
compounds  (VOCs),  semivolatile  organic  compounds  (SVOCs),  pesticides,  polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons  (PAHs),  phthalates,  and  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs)  were  found  m  varying 
degrees  and  combinations  at  the  sites.  Groundwater  investigations  resulted  in  renaoval  of  two  weUs 
from  service  because  of  volatile  organic  contamination.  Well  service  was  reinstated  after  the 
Northrop  Grumann  Corporation  installed  an  activated  carbon  treatment  system  to  address  the  VOC 
contamination  (US  Navy,  August  1995).  Service  of  these  weUs  was  reinstated  after  the  Grumman 
Corporation  installed  an  activated  carbon  treatment  system  to  address  the  VOC  contamination. 

The  Town  of  Riverhead’s  Community  Development  Agency  (CD A)  was  ^ven  authority  to  receive 

title  to  NWIRP  Calverton  from  the  US  Navy  via  Public  Law  103-c337.  A  Finding  of  Suitability  to 

Tranter  (FOST)  must  be  issued  before  property  transfer,  involving  identification  of  uncontaminated 
property  as  defined  by  the  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA).  If  relea^ 
or  disposal  of  hazardous  substances,  hazardous  wastes,  and/or  petroleum  products  is  confirmed  in 
an  area,  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  and/or 
RCRA  requirements  must  be  met  prior  to  property  transfer. 

The  majority  (99  percent)  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  uncontaminated  property.  Most  of  the  areas  of 
concern  are  located  in  the  fenced  area  (Zone  I)  (Figure  S-9,  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  Zones) 
Avbere  the  majority  of  maintenance  and  operation  activities  occurred.  Investigations  and  corrective 
actions  for  these  areas  are  ongoing.  Zones  n,  m,  and  V  include  several  small  areas  where  additional 
evaluation  is  required,  and  Zone  V  contains  one  area  where  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum 
products  have  been  stored,  but  no  release  has  occurred.  Since  NWIRP  Calverton  ceased  operations 
in  Februaiy  1996,  no  additional  areas  of  concern  are  anticipated. 
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No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  the  US  Government  would  retain  ownership  of  NWIRP  Calverton 
in  a  caretaker  status.  The  Navy  would  continue  to  provide  for  cleanup  of  contaminated  sites  as 
identified  in  the  EBS  (US  Navy,  October  1995)  and  the  Phase  II  Field  Sampling  Plan  (US  Navy, 
1996).  Use  of  hazardous  materiads  would  cease,  with  the  exception  of  m^tenance  operations,  due 
to  the  cessation  of  all  mission-related  activities. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Undo-  this  akemative,  some  hazardous  substances  would  be  generated  by  operation  and  maintenance 
activities  of  theme  paric,aviation/aircrafl  operations,-and  the  industrial  business  park.  Herbicides  and 
pestiades  would  be  used  for  grounds  maintenance,  particularly  for  the  golf  course.  The  amount  of 
hayarHfuig  substances  that  might  be  generated  cannot  be  quantified  at  this  time  as  the  specific  nature 
of  the  industries  is  not  yet  known.  Hazardous  substances  users  would  be  subject  to  inspection  by  the 
Suffolk  County  Fire  Department  and  would  be  required  to  file  information  on  hazardous  material 
usage  with  Suffolk  County  Department  of  Health  Services  and  NYSDEC. 

Volatile  organic  contaminants  have  been  detected  in  the  production  wells  at  concentrations  above 
drinking  wat^  standards.  A  groundwater  treatment  system  has  been  installed  and  has  been  operating 
for  several  years.  Water  quality  would  be  monitored  to  ensure  contaminants  are  removed  firom  the 
system  prior  to  use.  Any  reuse,  modification,  renovation,  and/or  demolition  of  buildings  would  have 
to  address  the  issues  of  lead-based  paint  and  asbestos. 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  and  Automobile  Raceway  alternative  would  have  hazardous  waste 
generation  related  to  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  park  components  similar  to  that  of  the 
Calverton  Enterprise  Park  alici  native.  Operation  of  a  raceway  would  generate  petroleum  substances 
during  routine  mmtenance  and  operation.  Associated  raceway  uses  in  the  industrial  business  park 
would  also  use  such  materials  as  solvents  and  degreasers  and  would  generate  petroleum-based  waste 
products. 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

The  hazardous  waste  generated  under  this  alternative  would  be  limited  to  that  which  is  generated  by 
op^ation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities  and  herbicides/pesticides  for  maintenance  of  the  grounds 
and  golf  courses. 
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S.3.13  Cumulative  Impacts  of  the  Preferred  Action 

The  preferred  action,  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan,  would  mean  development  of  2,923 
acres  (1,184  hectares)  to  accommodate  six  major  land  use  eleinents  and  their  supportmg 
infrastructure.  Cumulative  impacts  upon  the  study  area  as  a  result  of  this  development  over  the  20- 
year  build-out  period  would  include  the  following: 

•  Substantial  fiscal  benefits:  total  annual  estimated  tax  revenues  would  be  $  1 9.4  million 
(rounded); 

•  Significant  increase  in  recreational  facilities:  substantial  designated  open  space,  park, 
and  recreational  facilities  (theme  ^k  and  commerci^  recreation  center)  would 
represent  a  major  increment  to  existing  recreational  facilities  in  the  region, 

•  Increases  in  traffic:  additional  vehicular  trips  at  full  build-out  would  create  a  drmatic 
increase  in  congestion  levels  at  area  intersections  that  could  be  soinewhat  mitigated 
by  selective  lane  widening,  installation  of  turn  lanes,  and  signalization  changes,  and 

•  Development  of  formerly  improved  and  semi-improved  areas  and  related  impacts  to 
terrestrial  environment:  approximately  two-thirds  of  856  acres  (342  hectares)  of 
grassland  within  the  fence  would  be  developed  under  this  alternative,  resulting  in  loss 
of  habitat  and  the  need  to  protect  identified  wetlands. 

There  would  be  very  little  cumulative  impact  on  area  demogr^hics;  community  facilities  and  services 
such  as  health  services  and  fire  and  poUce  protection;  air  quality;  topography,  geology,  and  soils,_and 
water  quality  and  hydrology.  Cumulative  impacts  due  to  increases  in  noise  levels  resulting  from 
increased  traffic  would  occur.  The  noise  impact  of  aircraft  operations  associated  with  the  Reuse  Plan 
would  exceed  a  DNL  of  65  dBA,  the  FAA  standard,  in  an  area  estimated  to  be  about  18  acres  (seven 

hectares). 


S.4  Relationship  of  Proposed  Action  to  Federal,  State,  and  Local 
Plans,  Policies,  and  Controls 

As  presently  envisioned,  the  Reuse  Plan  conflicts  with  the  existing  Peconic  River  scenic  corridor 
boundary;  proposed  development  would  not  be  permitted  within  the  currently  defined  corridor 
Although  the  Town  of  Riverhead’s  Pine  Barrens  Overlay  District  language  appears  to  conflict  with 
requirements  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Land  Use  Comprehensive  Plan,  the  Reuse  Plan  land  uses  would  be 
consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan.  The  proposed  action  is  generally  consistent  with  other  relevmt 
federal,  state,  and  local  plans,  policies,  and  controls,  assuming  that  remaining  remediation  of  site 
contantination  at  NWIRP  Calverton  occurs  as  planned,  historic  mitigation  is  performed  in  accordance 
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with  applicable  guidance  and  standards,  and  wetlands  are  appropriately  protected. 

S.5  Unavoidable  Adverse  Effects,  Relationship  Between  Local  Short¬ 
term  Uses,  and  Enhancement  of  Long-term  Productivity,  and 
Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources 

The  additional  vehicular  traflSc  generated  by  the  preferred  alternative  at  full  build-out  in  20  years 
would  create  dramatic  increases  in  congestion  at  all  study  area  intersections  within  the  vicinity  of 
NWIRP  Calverton.  Potential  mitigation  measures  for  these  impacts  would  include  approach 
widening,  installation  of  turn  lanes,  and  signal  modifications.  Development  of  acreage  for  some  of 
the  land  use  would  result  in.loss  of  habitat  and  the  need  to  protect  wetlands  and  threatened 

and  endangered  species. 

Short-term  construction  and  demolition-related  effects  on  traffic  levels,  air  quality  and  noise  would 
be  unavoidable,  but  impacts  could  be  diminished  by  phasing  of  construction,  limiting  hours  of 
construction,  and  amilar  measures.  There  are  no  other  unavoidable  adverse  effects  as  a  consequence 
of  the  proposed  reuse  of  the  property. 

Irreverable  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  would  be  made  in  terms  of  added  quantities 
of  debris  to  disposal  sites  as  a  result  of  demolition,  the  commitment  of  resources  (construction 
materials  and  land)  to  the  proposed  site  uses,  and  the  long-term  use  of  resources,  such  as  energy, 
water,  sewage  treatment,  landfill  capacity,  and  road  use.  On  balance,  proposed  reuse  of  the  property 
is  conado-ed  a  productive  use  of  the  property  that  does  not  negatively  impact  long-term  productivity. 


S.6  Summary  Statement  of  Environmental  Significance 

Implemaitation  of  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan  for  NWIRP  Calverton  is  considered  to  have  significant 
environmental  impacts  with  respect  to  traffic  conditions.  The  additional  vehicular  traffic  generated 
by  the  preferred  akemative  would  create  considerable  traffic  delays  at  intersections  within  the  vicinity 
of  the  ate.  Aircraft-generated  noise  in  the  Reuse  Plan  would  exceed  FAA  noise  level  standards  under 
the  high-range  operation  scenario  in  an  18-acre  area  adjacent  to  the  northern  buffer  zone.  A  summary 
impact  matrix  for  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan  and  its  alternatives  is  presented  in  Table  S-6. 
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1  PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


The  Naval  Weapons  Industrial  Reserve  Plant  (NWIRP)  Calverton  is  situated  on  approximately  6,060 
acres  (2,424  hectares)  on  the  eastern  aid  of  IxMig  Island,  New  York  (Figure  1-1,  NWIRP  Calverton 
Location).  NWIRP  Calverton  was  a  Government  Owned  Contractor  Operated  (COGO)  facility 
where  the  Grumman  Corporation  (Grumman)  assembled  and  tested  military  aircraft  to  accomplish 
the  plant’s  mission.  The  overall  property  contists  of  two  main  land  use  areas: 

•  approximately  2,923  acres  (1,184  hectares)  “within  the  fence”  (totally  within  the 
Town  of  Rivahead)  whae  the  infinstructure  and  facilities  to  assemble  and  test 
aircraft  were  constructed  and  operated;  and 

•  approximately  3,138  acres  (1,241  hectares)  “outside  the  fence”  (lying  in  both 
Riveihead  and  the  Town  of  Brookhaven)  whae  several  buffer  zones  were  established 
to  tninitniyj;  encroaching  development  and  to  reduce  impacts  of  flight  testing 
operations  on  the  surrounding  communities. 

Figure  1-2  (Msyor  Munidpalities  of  Long  Island)  shows  the  location  of  the  site  with  reference  to  the 
major  municipalities  of  eastern  Long  Idand.  The  Naval  Air  Systems  Command  of  the  US  Navy  may 
dispose  of  the  “within  the  fence”  property  to  the  town  of  Riverhead  and  transfer  the  “outside  the 
foice”  property  to  the  NYSDEC.  The  purpose  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  to 
evaluate  the  potential  effects  of  disposal  and  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  Reuse  alternatives  were 
developed  locally. 


1.1  Disposal  Legislation 

If  the  disposal  of  lands  within  the  fence  at  NWIRP  Calverton  occurs,  it  will  be  accomplished  via 
spedal  l^tiation  (Public  Law  103-c337).  This  special  legislation  specifies  that  disposal  shall  be  to 
the  town  of  Riverhead.  Other  special  legislation  has  also  been  developed  for  the  disposal  of  lands 
outside  the  fence  (buffer  zones)  at  NWIRP  Calverton  to  the  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC).  These  lands  have  been  legislatively  mandated  to  reman 
in  their  natural  state. 

The  disposal  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  considered  a  major  federal  action;  therefore,  it  has  been 
daermined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  be  prepared.  This  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statonent  (DEIS)  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA)  of  1969;  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations  on  Implementing 
NEPA  Procedures  (40  CFR  1500-1508);  and  the  Environmental  and  Natural  Resources  Program 
Manual,  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  Instruction  (OPNAVINST)  5090.  IB.  This  DEIS  has  also  been 
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prepared  punsuant  to  New  York  State  Environmental  Quality  Review  Act  (SEQRA  -  6  NYCRR  Part 
617). 


1.2  Disposal  Procedures 

The  essential  difference  in  the  disposal  of  NWIRP  Calverton  compared  to  other  BRAC  actions  is  the 
specific  transfer  of  the  property  directly  to  the  Riverhead  CDA  that  may  occur  without  consideration. 
Since  convQ^ance  of  the  [H^op«ty  is  bring  done  outside  of  BRAC,  all  of  those  rules,  regulations,  and 
customs  do  not  apply;  however,  some  of  the  procedures  remain  essentially  the  same  and  are  fisted 

bdow;  _ 

•  First,  the  Navy  has  prepared  this  EIS  to  assess  the  effects  of  disposal  and  reuse  as  in 
other  BRAC  actions. 

•  Following  publication  and  review  of  this  DEIS,  the  Navy  will  prepare  a  Final  EIS  for 
public  review  and  comment. 

•  Based  on  the  analysis  in  the  FEIS,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  will  issue  a  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD). 

•  Property  that  has  been  identified  as  contaminated  (about  238  aerra  [96  hectares])  will 
continue  to  undergo  clean-up  as  part  of  the  Navy’s  Installation  Restoration  (IR) 
program.  Preparation  of  a  Finding  of  Suitability  to  transfer  (FOST)  must  precede  the 
conveyance  of  this  area  (about  20  -  30  acres)  following  remediation. 


1.3  Public  Involvement 

On  March  26,  1996,  the  Navy  published  a  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  in  the  Federal  Register  officially 
announdng  that  it  would  prqpare  an  EIS  in  accordance  with  NEPA  to  study  the  impacts  of  disposal 
and  reuse  of  the  former  NWIRP  Calverton.  On  April  10, 1996,  the  Navy  hosted  a  public  scoping 
meeting  at  the  Ramada  Inn  -  East  End,  on  Route  25  in  Riverhead,  NY.  The  purpose  of  the  meetirig 
was  to  solicit  [nrbfic  input  on  significant  issues  related  to  the  Reuse  Plan  that  should  be  addressed  in 
the  EIS.  The  meeting  was  advertised  in  the  Federal  Re^ster  as  part  of  the  NOI  and  in  two  loc^ 
papers  {Newsdqy  [Nassau  and  Suffolk  editions]  on  March  27, 1996  and  Suffolk  County  Life  on  April 
3  and  April  10,  1996).  At  the  public  meeting.  Navy  personnel  presented  a  briefing  about  the  EIS 
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process  and  the  schedule  for  completing  the  study.  The  following  known  areas  of  concern  were 
identified; 

•  Effects  of  NWIRP  Calvert(Hi  (%K)sal  and  reuse  on  the  natural  environment  including 
wetlands,  surface  and  groundwater,  noise,  and  pine  barrens  ecology; 

•  Responsibility  for  the  cleanup  of  hazardous  waste  on  the  she; 

•  Effects  of  future  growth  on  community  facilities,  infi'astructure,  and  transportation 
systems;  and 

•  Effects  of  reuse  on  potential  historic-structures. 

Commentors  at  the  scoping  meeting  of  April  10, 1996  expressed  concerns  on  the  following  issues: 

•  Remediation  and  extent  of  contamination  at  the  facility; 

•  Future  growth  effects  on  wetlands,  pine  barrens,  surface  and  ground  waters,  and 
community  character; 

•  Traffic  impacts  of  the  Reuse  Plan; 

•  Noise  impacts  of  Reuse  Plan; 

•  Future  infi'astructure  requirement  for  Reuse  Plan;  and 

•  Economic  impacts  of  the  Reuse  Plan. 

All  scoping  comments  were  accepted  fi"om  the  NOI  through  the  scoping  meeting  and  up  to  May  1, 
1996  (correspondence  was  to  be  postmarked  by  that  date).  The  conunents  were  used  to  refine  the 
issues  and  atialyses  conducted  as  part  of  this  EIS. 
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2  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND 
ALTERNATIVES 


This  chapter  {vovides  a  detailed  description  of  the  jM'oposed  action  and  its  ahematives.  The  proposed 
action  is  the  disposal  of  NWIRP  Calverton  by  the  US  Navy.  The  EIS  considers  three  likely  reuse 
scenarios  for  reuse  of  the  site  that  were  developed  locally.  The  preferred  alternative  is  called  the 
Calverton  Biterprise  Park  (Subchq)ta-  2.3)  and  was  developed  by  the  town  of  Riverhead’s  Planning 
Commission.  The  two  other  locally  developed  alternatives  evaluated  are: 

•  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway;  and 

•  the  Peconic  Village. 

These  alternatives  provide  a  range  of  development  (land  uses  and  intensities)  that  result  in  impacts 
that  could  occur  with  disposal  and  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  The  mixture  of  different  land  uses 
and  devdopmait  intensities  in  the  ahematives  allow  for  an  impact  analysis  that  would  encompass  the 
most  likely  long-range  reuse  plans  as  envisioned  by  the  local  community. 

This  EIS  also  addresses  the  no  action  alternative  in  Subchapter  2.6.  The  no  action  alternative  is  the 
retention  of  NWIRP  Calverton  by  the  US  government  in  a  caretaker  status.  No  reuse  or 
redevelopment  would  occur  at  the  facility  under  this  scenario. 


2.1  Nwmp  Calverton 

NWIRP  Calverton  is  in  the  towns  of  Riverhead  and  Brookhaven.  The  focus  of  the  reuse  planning 
process  is  the  area  “within  the  fence,”  found  about  seven  miles  (mi)  (1 1  kilometers  [km])  west  of 
Riveihead’s  downtown.  The  original  site,  acquired  in  1952,  was  4,500  acres  (1823  hectares).  The 
^e,  mainly  fiirming  and  some  residential,  was  chosen  for  its  large  size  and  its  proximity  to  Bethpage, 
where  sub-assembly  of  planes  was  already  being  done  by  Grumman. 

By  the  time  Grumman  signed  the  Navy  lease  in  1954,  the  acquisition  of  a  buffer  zone  was  anticipated. 
In  1960,  after  two  years  of  condemnation  proceedings  and  litigation  with  the  surrounding  community, 
additiotul  property  was  condemned  for  the  buffer  zone  acquisition.  NWIRP  Calverton  presently  has 
a  total  of  approximately  6,061  acres  (2,455  hectares).  Figure  2-1  (NWIRP  Calverton)  shows  the 
shape  of  the  buffer  zones  in  relation  to  the  core  area  vnthin  the  fence. 

When  first  built,  the  government-financed  $23.5  million  facility  included  two  runways,  two  large 
mannfiinhiring  buildings  and  five  additional  support  buil(fings  with  61 1,000  square  feet  (sq  ft)  (56,823 
square  meters  [sq  m]).  Several  structures  were  added  over  the  next  four  decades  to  meet  chan^ng 
technology  needs  for  testing  increasingly  sophisticated  electronic  systems  in  the  aircraft  and  changing 
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demands  in  the  defense  industry  for  new  products  and  research  and  development.  NWIRP  Calverton 
was  the  first  facUity  in  the  United  States  built  primarily  for  assembly  and  testing  of  jet  aircraft. 

There  are  presently  about  1.100,000  sq  ft  (102,300  sq  m)  of  industrial,  office,  and  support  facilities 
on  site  Based  on  data  from  the  US  Navy,  NWIRP  Calverton  presently  contains  a  total  of  84 
government-owned  buUdings  (73  within  the  fence;  1 1  outside  the  fence).  Within  the  fence  the  site 
includes  these  primary  facilities: 

•  final  assembly  and  manufacturing  center; 

•  numerous  hangar  facilities; 

•  10,000-ft  (3,048-m)  runway; 

•  auxiliary  7,000rfoot(ft)  (2,134  m)  runway; 

•  secondary  sewage  treatment  system; 

•  water  distribution  system  and  fire  prevention  system;  and 

•  central  steam  plant. 


These  facilities  are  contained  within  the  core  area  of  the  site  (Figure  2-2,  Core  Area  of  NWIRP 
Calverton). 

In  1987,  Grumman  had  a  total  of 23,000  employees  on  Long  Island;  by  1 994,  the  number  had  shrunk 
to  9,500  with  1,500  employed  at  Calverton  (Bernstein,  1994).  Grumman  was  still  the  largest 
employer  in  RiveAead  at  the  time  and  the  annual  tax  revenues  to  the  town  were  approximately  $1.5 
nullion.  However,  by  July  1992,  only  one  aircraft,  the  E2-C  Hawkeye,  remained  in  production. 
NWIRP  Calverton  officially  closed  February  15,  1996. 


2.2  Development  of  Reuse  Alternatives 

As  described  in  Chapter  1,  the  Town  of  Riverhead  CDA  was  given  authority  to  receive  liile  to 
NWIRP  Calverton  from  the  US  Navy  via  Public  Law  103-c337.  The  CDA  is  empowered  to  foster 
local  economic  development  under  the  New  York  State  General  Municipal  Law.  The  Riverhead 
Town  Board  created  the  Calverton  Air  Facility  Joint  Planning  and  Redevelopment  Commission 
(Planning  Cominisaon)  to  assist  and  advise  the  Town  Board  on  the  reuse  of  NWIRP  Caiverton.  The 
Planning  Commission  includes  representatives  from  the  Town  of  Riverhead,  surrounding  towns, 
Suffolk  County,  New  York  State,  the  First  Congressional  District,  and  the  US  Navy. 

The  alternatives  were  devdoped  for  the  Planning  Commission  by  Hamilton,  Rabinovitz  &  Alschuler, 
Inc.  (HR&A).  Under  contract  to  the  Town  of  Riverhead,  HR&A  prepared  a  report  that  developed, 
id^fifip4,  and  evaluated  alternative  reuse  plans.  The  study  was  fiinded  with  financial  support  from 
the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  -  Department  of  Defense,  and  the  New  York  State  Department 
of  Economic  Development. 
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The  process  of  preparing  the  alternative  reuse  scenarios,  as  they  are  called  in  the  reuse  strategy 
nport,  started  in  October  1995  at  a  set  of  public  fomms.  Goals  for  the  study  were  established  by  the 
Planning  Commission  and  included; 

•  attract  private  investment; 

•  maximize  job  creation; 

•  increase  tax  base;  and 

•  enhance  regional  quality  of  life. 

Combined  with  the  local  meetings,  several  themes  emerged  that  suggested  to  HR&  A  and  the  CDA 
several  possible  r^se  scenarios; 

•  industrial  reuse; 

•  commercial  tourism;  and 

•  residential  development. 

Based  on  these  broad  themes,  land  uses  were  then  identified  and  preliminary  site  plans  were  prepared 
and  reviewed  with  the  Planning  Commission  in  November  1995.  Based  on  the  ideas  from  this 
meeting,  three  reuse  scenarios  were  developed  and  refined.  Certain  elements  of  particular  alternatives 
were  also  subject  to  further  discussion  with  and  modification  by  the  Planning  Commission. 

InFdjruary  1996,  the  akemative  reuse  plans  were  presented  to  the  Planning  Commission  for  review. 
Based  on  Ae  Planning  Commission’s  recommendation,  the  Riverhead  Town  Board  was  formally  to 
approve,  disapprove,  and/or  modify  the  recommended  reuse  plan.  The  Town  Board  has  chosen, 
though  unofiSdally  at  present,  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (Reuse  Plan)  as  the  preferred 
alternative.  Upon  legal  adoption  of  the  reuse  plan  as  the  community  preferred  plan,  the  Town  of 
Riverhead  will  prepare  and  adopt  zoning  consistent  with  the  uses  envisioned  in  the  recommended 
plan. 

For  the  purposes  of  preparing  the  impact  analysis  in  Chq)ter  4,  certain  assumptions  and  modifications 
have  been  made  to  the  alternatives  as  defined  in  the  HR&A  report.  These  changes  are  described 
under  the  appropriate  section  of  each  alternative.  Acreages  of  the  proposed  land  uses  within  each 
alternative  have  been  calculated  so  that  the  area  within  the  fence  totals  to  2,923  acres  (1,184 
hectares)  for  all  ahematives.  The  amount  of  proposed  development,  where  specifically  identified  in 
the  Reuse  Plan,  (e.g.,  887,500  sq  ft  82,536  sq  m),  has  been  used  as  the  basis  for  the  impact  analysis. 
Where  the  amount  of  development  was  not  specifically  identified,  necessary  and  appropriate 
assumptions  were  made  about  development  intensity  generally  consistent  with  the  Riverhead  zoning 
ordinance  or  an  accepted  professional  standard. 
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2.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

This  alternative  has  been  identified  by  the  Town  of  Riverhead  as  its  preferred  alternative  reuse  plan; 
it  was  deigned  to; 

•  create  a  marketable  image  for  the  site; 

•  establish  a  flexible  blueprint  for  implementation;  and 

•  provide  a  basis  for  investment. 

The  main  land  use  elements  and  associated  size  of  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  are  listed  in  Table 
2-1.  The  reuse  plan  is  shown  in  Figure  2-3  (Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan). 

The  reuse  plan  as  described  in  this  EIS  assumes  that  an  aviation  and  aircraft  use  will  be  the  ultimate 
use  (over  a  20-year  timefi-ame)  of  the  eastern  runway;  it  supplants  the  use  of  the  same  acreage  for 
sports-oriented  event  grounds  as  defined  by  HR&A.  The  sports-oriented  grounds  had  been 
conadered  a  potential  viable  use  in  the  dwrt-term  (five  to  ten  years)  and  the  aviation  and  aircraft  use 
was  considered  the  potentially  long-term  viable  future  use  (ten  to  twenty  years)  for  the  runway. 

Should  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  prove  to  be  successful,  it  could  have  the  capacity  to  generate 
the  equivalent  of  3,175  full-time  jobs  within  the  20-year  timeframe.  It  is  also  estimated  that  total 
construction  costs  (on  and  oflf-site  improvements)  for  this  alternative  would  be  ^ut  $484  million 
(1995  $).  As  part  of  this  cost  off-site  improvements  for  the  road  system  surrounding  the  site  and  for 
inq)roved  access  to  the  Long  Iidand  Expressway  (LIE)  have  been  estimated  to  be  approximately  $33 
million  (HR&A,  1996). 


2.3.1  Industrial  Business  Park 

The  industrial  business  park  incorporates  the  use  of  the  existing  industrial  facilities  on  the  site  as  well 
as  the  construction  of  new  industrial  facilities  on  282  acres  (114  hectares).  To  fit  the  aviation  use 
(and  associated  fecilities)  in  this  alternative,  65  acres  (26  hectares)  of  the  industrial  core,  as  originally 
conceived  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  were  incorporated  into  the  aviation  component.  There  would  be  a  total 
of  q>proximatdy  887,500  sq  ft  (82,538  sq  m)  of  space  in  the  industrial  business  park.  In  the  future, 
eiqianrion  of  industrial  activity  would  be  accomplished  by  assigning  land  within  and  next  to  the  core 
to  a  mixed-use  industrial  reuse  classification.  It  is  assumed  that  half  the  total  space  would  be  housed 
within  existing  structures;  the  other  half  would  be  new  infill  development.  Figure  2-3  shows  the 
parcelization  of  the  industrial  core  to  locate  existing  buildings  and  provide  ser\dces  to  vacant  land  for 
the  new  infill  development.  Parcel  sizes  generally  range  from  five  to  15  acres  (two  to  sbc  hectares). 
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Table  2-1 


Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  Land  Uses 


LiHKtUse 

Land  Coverage 

AnKwrttofdevefopmenf 

Aoes 

Hedaree 

Industrial  Business  Park 

282 

114 

887,500  sq  ft  (82,538  sqm) 

Theme  Park 

Attractions 

434 

176 

2.5  million  visitors^ear 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

63 

26 

400  rooms 

Service  Retail 

32 

13 

100,000  sq  ft  (9,300  sq  m) 

Subtotal 

529 

214 

Aviation/Aircraft  Use 

853 

346 

400  flights/day  (a); 

200,000  sq  ft  (18,600  sq  m)  (a) 

Commercial  Recreation 

Stadium 

54 

22 

6,000  -  8000  spectators/event 

Family  Entertainment  Center 

Ha 

55 

300,000  visitors/year 

Subtotal 

■a 

77 

Public  Golf  Course 

166 

67 

18  holes 

Open  Space 

177 

Pine  Barrens  Core 

438 

McKay  Lake  Owest) 

137 

55 

Community  Park 

183 

74 

National  Cemetery  Buffer 

24 

10 

Industrial  Park  Recreation  Area 

27 

11 

Natural  Area 

27 

11 

Other  Open  Space 

48 

19 

(na) 

Subtotal 

884 

358 

Infrastructure -Sewage  Treatment  Plant 

18 

7 

(na) 

Totals 

2,923 

1,184 

Notes:  Larrd  use  acreage  and  amount  of  development  are  approximate  based  on  estimates  made  for  a 
long-term  (20-year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Numbers  may  not  total  exactly  due  to 
rounding  and  metric  conversions.  ^Scale  of  development  as  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan;  where  scale  of 
development  was  not  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  (nd)  means  not  defined;  where  assumptions  were 
necessary  for  analysis  and  were  made,  (a)  means  assumed;  (na)  means  not  applicable. 

Source:  Adapted  from  HR&A,  1996. _ 
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The  industrial  core  could  initially  be  serviced  by  the  existing  utilities.  However,  ultimately  new  and/or 
upgraded  utiUties  would  likely  be  needed.  Access  to  the  industrial  core  from  the  north  would  be 
provided  via  a  new  north-south  connector.  From  the  south,  access  from  Swan  Pond/Grumman 
Boulevard  is  moved  to  the  east  of  McKay  Lake.  Presently,  access  to  the  site  from  the  south  is  just 
to  the  west  of  McKay  Lake. 

A  27-aCTe  (1  l-hectare)  passive  recreation  area  is  proposed  near  the  center  of  the  industrial  core.  It 
would  surround  the  existing  pond  near  Plant  7. 


2.3.2  Theme  Park 

The  thane  park  portion  of  the  site  is  ^proximatdy  529  acres  (214  hectares)  in  the  northwest  portion 
of  the  site.  The  overall  notion  is  a  regional  theme  park  such  as  Paramount  or  Six  Flags  with  a 
potential  attendance  of  2.5  million  visitors  per  year  (BIR&A,  1996). 

Attractions 

The  theme  park  (434  acres  or  176  hectares)  could  consist  of  a  single  park  or  set  of  attractions,  for 
example,  an  animal  preserve  and  amusement  rides.  It  could  include  major  nighttime  entertainment 
uses  such  as  concerts  and  fireworks.  An  open-air  concert  facility  would  be  compatible  with  this 
development.  The  Reuse  Plan  also  envisions  some  form  of  temporary  campgrounds  to  accommodate 
visitors  to  the  park.  As  displayed  in  Figure  2-3,  the  site  may  be  divided  to  accommodate  a  set  of 
attractions,  such  as  several  smaller  amusement  parks  or  a  recreation  vehicle  (RV)  campground. 

Viator  parking  would  be  contained  within  this  district  and  would  be  found  along  the  existing  7,000-ft 
(2,134-m)  runway.  Parking  for  8,000  to  10,000  automobiles  would  be  available  to  respond  to  the 
demands  of  a  sin^e  or  multiple  use. 

Access  to  this  area  would  be  from  NYS  Route  25  via  the  proposed  north-south  connector  that  would 
link  NYS  Route  25  to  Swan  Pond/Grumman  Boulevard.  A  secondary  means  of  access  from  NYS 
Route  25  is  proposed,  about  one  mile  east  of  the  intersection  of  NYS  Route  25/Wading  River  Road. 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

This  63 -acre  (26  hectare)  area  is  designed  to  complement  the  development  of  the  destination 
attractions  and  is  situated  near  the  northern  gateway  to  the  site.  The  Reuse  Plan  calls  for  a  400-room 
fecility  and  ultimately,  that  the  hotel/confaence  centa  operators  would  likely  want  substantial  control 
o^  or  access  to,  the  proposed  public  golf  course  (Subchapter  2.3.5). 
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Service  Retail 

As  a  complementary  use,  fiiture  development  in  the  service  retail  area  woidd  include  such  uses  as 
convenience  stores  and  business  services.  Setback  from  NYS  Route  25,  this  32-acre  (13  hectares) 
"area  would  contain  about  100,000  sq  ft  (9,300  sq  m)  of  space. 


2.3.3  Aviation/Aircnift  Use 

An  aviation  use  is  consid^ed  as  the  ultunate  rwse  of  lands  (853  acres  or  345  hectares)  ass<^ated 
with  the  10,000  ft  (3,048  m)  runway  within  the  20-year  planning  horizon  consistent  with  the 
community’s  long-term  vision  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park.  The  interim  (one-year  to  ten-year 
timeframe)  sports-oriented  event  grounds  are  not  ev^uated  in  this  EIS  as  part  of  the  reuse  plan. 

An  analysis  of  the  potential  for  civil  aviation  use  of  the  NWIRP  site  was  undertaken  via  a  series  of 
interviews  and  the  evaluation  of  regional  aviation  factors.  An  inventory  of  existing  and  prCjCcted 
demand  and  capacity  for  freight/cargo  activity  and  general  aviation  (GA)  services  in  the  area 
surrounding  the  site  was  conducted.  Baseline  conditions  were  established  from  data  gathered  from 
federal,  state,  and  local  governments.  Users  (airlines)  of  these  facilities  and  fixed  base  operators 
(FBOs)  wo-e  also  contacted.  Agendes  and  companies  were  interviewed  and  were  asked  to  verify  or 
supplonent  the  database  with  demand/capacity  information.  Both  the  available  data  and  interviews 
showed  that  a  healthy  demand  exists  fiar  additional-based  aircraft  facilities  in  the  Long  Island  region. 

A  system-oriented  approach  was  taken  for  the  six  closest  airports  to  gauge  potential  demwd  at 
NWIRP  Calverton.  Because  of  the  existence  of  adequate  fadlities  at  commercial  airports  in  the 
re^on,  little  potential  demand  for  commercial  passenger  service  is  warranted.  However,  from  this 
review,  demand  was  determined  to  exist  for  additional  facilities  for  satisfying  air  cargo/freight 
operations  and  general  aviation  aircraft  in  the  area.  Interviews  with  fixed  base  operators  and  airport 
managers  revealed  that  many  pilots  are  on  waiting  lists  to  either  hangar  or  tie-down  their  plaries. 
Two  regional  general  aviation  frdlities.  East  Hampton  and  Republic  airports,  are  currently  operating 
at  77  percent  and  73  percent  of  their  annual  service  volumes,  or  capacity  levels,  respectively. 

Storage  Capacity 

There  is  availaWe  air^ace  capadty  at  key  airports,  but  more  important  is  the  issue  of  storage  capacity 
^.e.,  the  availability  fi^r  tying  down  or  hangaring  an  aircraft).  The  six  nearest  airports  are  projected 
to  experience  a  major  increase  (more  than  18  percent  by  the  year  2017)  in  the  number  of  based 
aircraft.  Brookhaven,  East  Hampton,  Mattituck  Airbase,  and  Suffolk  County  are  projected  to 
experience  the  greatest  growth  in  based  aircraft,  with  increases  of  33  percent  by  the  year  2017.  The 
ability  of  these  airports  to  accommodate  this  growth  will  fall  short  of  the  demand  for  storage  space. 
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Based  on  this  research,  thw e  is  potential  for  air  cargo/frdght  and  general  aviation  activity  a^t  NWIRP 
Calverton.  Accordingly,  forecasts  of  air  cargo  flights  and  general  aviation  (GA)  activities  were 
prepared  using  1997  as  the  base  year  and  2017  as  the  20-year  planning  horizon. 

Air  Cargo  Operations 

A  projected  range  of  air  cargo  operations  was  made  for  high,  mid,  and  low  ranges.  The  high  and  low 
range  numbers  are  derived  from  studies  prepared  by  tl»  Long  Island  Regional  Planning  Board 
(LIRPB,  1993)  and  by  SH&E,  Inc.  (1995)  in  support  of  the  raise  planning  effort  by  the  Town  of 
Riverbed.  Table  2-2  presents  these  ranges  of  air  cargo  aircraft  forecasts. 


The  mid-range  forecast  is  a  hybrid  of  the  prtyectkmsby  the  LIRPB  (1993)  and  SIM:E  (1995).  Based 
on  the  mid-range  scenario  of  1,000  total  cargo  opierations  in  year  2010,  average  annual  growth  rates 
of  four  percent,  three  percent,  and  two  percent  were  used  to  obtain  the  high,  mid,  and  low  range 
projections  for  year  2017.  Operations  are  assumed  to  occur  during  the  nighttime  hours  of  10:00  pm 
and  7:00  am.  Some  limitations  have  been  identified  for  NWIRP  Calverton  as  an  air  cargo  facility. 
First,  there  is  a  significant  distance  between  a  Calverton  aviation  facility  and  the  land-based  cargo 
forwarders  and  carriers’  infrastructure  at  easting  New  York  City  airports.  Also,  the  cargo 
forwarders’  operations  are  closely  linked  to  those  of  commercial  passenger  airlines;  this  commercial 
passenger  activity  is  not  forecast  to  occur  at  NWIRP  Calverton,  making  it  less  likely  that  cargo 
forwarding  firms  would  move  in  great  numbers. 

Existing  data  indicates  that  the  largest  of  cargo-carrying  aircraft  in  service  today  (the  B-747)  would 
not  be  able  to  operate  fully  loaded  to  transatlantic  destinations  in  Europe  with  the  existing  runway 
of  10,000  ft  (3,048  m)  and  pavement  strength  of 50,000  pounds  (22,680  kg)  per  wheel.  Dander  these 
assumptions  the  runway  would  need  to  be  at  least  1 1,000  ft  (3,353  m).  To  satisfy  operations  of  the 
largest  and  heaviest  of  aircraft,  upgrades  in  the  runway,  taxiway  and  apron  pavements  would  be 
required,  ^HhtMigh  none  are  proposed.  However,  rarely  do  such  aircraft  operate  at  such  a  high  load 
foctor.  Aircraft  capable  of  using  the  existing  focility  for  frdght  operations  under  less  than  fiilly  loaded 
conditions  include  B-727s,  DC-8s,  DC-9s,  MD-1  Is,  and  B-757s.  These  are  typical  large  aircraft  used 
for  cargo  operations. 

Table  2-3  presents  a  range  of  forecast  for  the  years  2010  and  2017.  Forecast-based  aircraft  were 
adjusted  upward  based  on  an  estimated  annual  growth  of  0.6  percent  for  the  year  2010  and  0.4 
percent  for  the  year  2017. 

For  purposes  of  modeling,  the  mid-range  forecasts  were  used.  The  forecasts  also  assume  that  no 
training  or  recreational  flying  would  be  permitted  since  this  type  of  activity  may  be  better  handled  at 
nearby  facilities  such  as  Brookhaven  Airport. 
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Table  2-2 

Projected  Range  of  the  Number  of  Air  Cargo  Operations  in  2010  and  2017 


Aircraft 

TypeW 

2010 

2017 

IBSSli 

MM 

Low 

IMiillll, 

MM 

Low 

Turboprop 

2,000 

650 

200 

850 

250 

Turbojet 

350 

100 

1,300 

400 

100 

Totals 

3,000 

1,000 

300 

3,650 

1,250 

350 

Note;  (1)  Typical  aircraft  in  these  categories  include  Turboprop  (Cessna  Carava)  and  Turbojet  (B-727s, 
DC-9S  and  MD-lls.  Units  represent  the  number  of  operations  (take  offs  and  landings). _ 


Table  2-3 

Range  of  Forecast-based  Aircraft  in  2010  and  2017 


2017 

AircraftType 

■mi 

MM 

U>w 

■iSI 

MM 

Low 

Single  Engine  (SEP) 

421 

189 

84 

433 

194 

87 

Multi-Engine  (MEP) 

39 

18 

8 

40 

19 

8 

Turboprop  (TP) 

9 

4 

2 

9 

4 

2 

Turbojet  (TJ) 

2 

1 

0 

2 

1 

0 

Totals 

471 

212 

94 

484 

218 

97 

Note:  Units  represent  the  number  of  aircraft. 
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General  Aviation  Operations 

A  forecast  of  GA  activity  was  also  prepared  for  NWIKP  C^erton.  The  methodology  used  to  derive 
the  projected-based  aircraft  was  bas^  on  these  assun^tions; 

•  The  potential  service  area  was  defined  as  a  20-ini  (32-km)  radius  fi'om  the  center  of 
NWIRP  Calverton; 

•  Studies  and  interviews  showed  the  likelihood  of  several  IcKal  airports  closing  in  the 
planning  horizon  schedule;  it  was  assumed  that  one-half  of  all  registered  aircraft 
owners  found  within  the  service  area  would  move  to  NWIRP  Calverton; 

•  One-half  of  the  aircraft  owners  waiting  to  base  at  nearby  Long  Island  MacArthur 
Airport  would  relcx^te  to  NWIRP  Calverton;  and 

•  The  prospec^ve  market  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  overlaps  that  for  each  of  the  four 
nearest  airports;  it  was  assumed  that  45  percent  of  all  registered  owners  within  the 
Calverton  market  area  would  move  there. 

Table  2-4  summarizes  the  forecast  activity  ranges  of  general  aviation  for  the  year  2010;  Table  2-5 
provides  a  forecast  for  the  year  2017.  Operational  forecasts  were  derived  by  multiplying  the  projected 
number  of  aircraft  by  ranges  of  operations  per  based  aircraft  (assumed  to  be  700  (high),  400  (mid), 
and  275  (low)  operations). 

Air  Space  Conflicts 

Based  on  intentiews  and  review  of  existing  reports,  there  is  little  likelihood  for  airspace  conflict 
between  any  nearby  facUities  and  NWIRP  Calverton.  There  are  presently  two  non-precision 
instrument  approaches  fi'om  the  southeast  and  the  northeast  at  Calverton.  An  Instrument  Landing 
System/Microwave  Landing  System  (ILS/MLS)  or  equivalent  would  need  to  be  installed  to 
accommodate  instrument  ^proaches  of  the  aircraft.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 
stated  that  nrither  the  air  ^)ace  around  nor  the  established  approaches  NWIRP  Calverton  have  been 
relinquished  (as  of  May,  1996). 

In  summary,  an  aviation  demand  for  air  cargo  operations  and  general  aviation  activity  and  a  capacity 
shortfall  has  been  identified  for  the  NWIRP  Calverton  region.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the 
methodology  used  to  evaluate  the  existing  demand  and  capacity  for  the  aviation  use  of  NWIRP 
Calverton  is  included  in  Appendix  B. 
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Table  2-4 

Year  2010  Forecast  Annual  General  Aviation/Corporate  Operations 


f.' .  .. 

HlGlti^«fimsUs«  - 

Oecastont^  Usa 

Rgmii 

Total 

Nlptlt 

Total 

IS 

TcM 

Day 

Night 

SEP 

294,700 

291,750 

2,950 

tm 

750 

23,100 

22,850 

250 

MEP 

0^9 

400 

7,200 

7,100 

100 

2,200 

2,150 

50 

TP 

5,650 

650 

1,450 

150 

550 

500 

50 

TJ 

1,400 

1,250 

150 

msm 

0 

0 

Total 

329,700 

325,550 

4,150 

84,800 

83,750 

1,050 

25,850 

25,500 

350 

Note:  All  figures  rounded  to  nearest  50.  Units  represent  number  of  operations  (takeoffe  and  landings). 


Table  2-5 

Year  2017  Forecast  Annual  General  Aviation/Corporate  Operations 


High  BuNness  Use 

Medium  Business  Use 

OccasionaiU 

86 

Total 

Day 

Night 

Total 

iiDiyii 

Night 

Total 

Day 

Night 

SEP 

303,100 

300,050 

3,050 

77,600 

76,800 

800 

23,950 

23,700 

250 

MEP 

28,000 

27,600 

400 

7,600 

7,500 

100 

2,200 

2,150 

50 

TP 

6,300 

5,650 

650 

1,600 

1,450 

150 

550 

500 

50 

TJ 

1,400 

1,250 

150 

400 

350 

50 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

334,550 

4,250 

87,200 

86,100 

1,100 

26,700 

26,350 

350 

Note;  All  figures  rounded  to  nearest  50.  Units  represent  number  of  operations  (takeoffe  and  landings). 
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Ldind  Use 

The  aviation  activities  for  NWIRP  Calverton  are  projected  to  require  approximately  853  acres  ^345 
hectares),  or  29  percent  of  the  lands  within  the  fence.  Of  that  amount,  about  65  acres  (26  he<^es) 
next  to  the  tunwi^r  in  the  industrial  business  core  would  be  used  for  these  aviation-related  faculties: 

•  US  Customs  and  foreign  trade  zone; 

•  Cargo  carrier  operations  center; 

•  FBO/GA  corporate  development  center;  and 

•  GA  hangar  and  tie  down  storage  area. 

Some  other  adjacent  land  uses  of  the  Calverton.Enterprise  Park  are  considered  generally  compatible 
with  a  GA  airport  (Figure  2-3)  with  the  folloAving  limitations: 

•  the  proposed  stadium  (in  the  northwest  portion  of  the  site)  would  be  limited  to  about 
160  ft  (49  m)  in  height,  given  its  proposed  location  on  the  site; 

•  all  new  buildings  paralleling  the  runway  on  its  western  edge  (near  the  industrial 
business  center)  would  be  limited  in  hei^t  to  approximately  70  ft  (21  m);  and 

•  buildings  in  the  service  retail  area  at  the  northwest  end  of  the  10,000  ft  (3,048  m) 
runway  would  be  limited  in  height  to  about  20  ft  (six  m),  given  the  general  proposed 
location. 


2.3.4  Commercial  Recreational 

Family  Entertainment  Center 


The  Commercial  Recreation  District  is  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  site,  fronting  NYS  Route 
25  The  191 -acre  (77-hectare)  area  would  accommodate  such  activities  as  a  family  entertainment 
center,  rinks,  and  a  sports  stadium.  Figure  2-3  shows  several  conceptual  parcelization  of  the 

fiunily  aitertainment  center  around  the  stadium;  parcels  range  from  approximately  eight  acres  (three 
hectares)  to  29  acres  (12  hectares)  in  size. 

Stadium 

The  ^rts  stadium  depicted  in  Figure  2-3  would  seat  approximately  6,000  -  8,000  spertators  on  54 
acres  (22  hectares)  of  property.  This  use  was  proposed  as  complementary  to  and  synergistic  with  the 
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thane  paric  district  in  the  westan  part  of  the  site.  It  is  assumed  for  this  EIS  that  the  development  of 
the  stadhim  occurs  within  the  20-year  timeframe. 

NYS  Route  25,  directly  across  from  Parker  Road  (NYS  Route  25  A),  would  be  the  primary  access 
road  to  this  district.  The  new  access  road  would  end  at  a  point  soudieast  of  the  commercial  recreation 
area.  From  its  end,  gravel  access  is  proposed  to  continue  to  Peconic  Avenue  to  the  east  and  across 
the  runway  to  the  Community  Park  to  the  southwest  (Figure  2-3)  (HR&A,  1996). 

- 5 - -  ^  ^  ^  ' 

2.3.5  Public  Golf  Course 

A  18-hole  public  golf  course  rs  proposed  in  the  weston  portion  of  the  ate,  just  to  the  south  of  the 
hotd/conference  use  and  oppoate  the  thane  park  attractions  on  the  other  side  of  the  new  north-south 
connector  road.  The  golf  course  would  occupy  an  estimated  166  acres  (67  hectares)  and  can  also 
be  considered  part  of  the  open  space  component. 


2.3.6  Open  Space 

As  shown  on  Table  2-1,  the  open  space  component  is  listed  as  884  acres  (358  hectares)j  however, 
including  the  public  golf  course  there  would  be  approximately  1,052  acres  (426  hectares)  of  open 
space  at  NWIRP  Calverton,  which  is  36  percent  of  the  area  within  the  fence.  These  open 
space/natural  areas  are  proposed  for  a  wide  range  of  active  and  passive  recreational  uses: 

•  438  acres  (177  hectares)  of  Pine  Barrens  Core  Preservation  Area; 

•  137  acres  (55  hectares)  of  natural  undisturbed  lands  to  the  north  of  Grumman 
Boulevard  and  west  of  McKay  Lake; 

•  183-acre  (74-hectare)  active  Community  Park  south  of  the  industrial  core  and  fronting 
on  Swan  Pond/Grumman  Boulevard; 

•  150-ft  (46-m)  buffer  (24  acres  or  10  hectares)  on-site  along  NYS  25  for  one  mile 
opposite  the  Calverton  National  Cemetery; 

•  27  acres  (11  hectares)  of  a  passive  recreational  park  sited  in  the  industrial  core; 

•  27  acres  (1 1  hectares)  of  natural  area  in  the  northeast  sector  of  the  site  to  serve  as 
endangered  species  habitat;  and 

•  48  acres  (19  hectares)  of  miscellaneous  open  space. 


Proposed  Acticm 


2-13 


azKl  Alternatives 


Disposal  and  Reuse - -  - - — - 

Most  of  open  space  area  encompasses  that  portion  of  the  site  that  provides  groundwater  recharge  to 
both  shallow  and  deep  underlying  aquifers  (HR&A,  1996). 


1.3.7  Infrastructure 

Portions  of  the  site  are  presently  served  by  a  wastewater  treatment  system.  A  new  and  expanded 
wastewater  treatment  facility  requiring  18  acres  (7  hectares)  of  land  would  be  constmcted  to 
the  cxisting  sur&ce  water  discharge  to  McKay  Lake  that  flows  into  the  Peconic  River.  The 
groundwater  discharge  of  the  new  sewage  treatment  plant  (STP)  would  be  on  the  northern 
groundwater  divide  of  the  property,  where  flow  is  toward  Long  Idand  Sound  ^  away  fi’om  the 
Peconic  River  system.  This  action  would  elimiiurte  'tfns  source  of  nutrient  loading  to  the  Peconic 

Estuary. 

Ultimately,  the  Town  of  Riverhead  Water  District  would  be  extended  to  provide  water  to  the  site. 


2.4  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

This  alternative  retains  many  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  land  uses;  however,  a  permanent  automobile 
raceway  replaces  the  aviation  and  aircraft  use.  To  accommodate  the  raceway  option,  some  other  land 
uses  are  modified: 

•  The  service  retail  use  (32  acres  or  13  hectares)  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  site  and 
the  industrial  park  recreation  area  (27  acres  or  1 1  hectares)  near  the  center  of  the  site 
are  eliminated;  and 

•  The  industrial  business  park  area  is  reduced  fi'om  282  acres  (114  hectares)  to 
{qrproximately  217  acres  (88  hectares). 

The  primary  land  use  cottqx)nents  of  this  alternative  are  presented  in  Table  2-6.  The  physical  layout 
of  the  reuse  alternative  is  di^layed  on  Figure  2-4  (Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative). 

It  is  estimated  that  direct  employment  over  the  20-year  planning  horizon  would  be  2, 1 99  with  full 
achievement.  The  total  construction  costs  are  estimated  to  be  $432  million  (1995  $). 


2.4.1  Industrial  Business  Park 

The  industrial  buaness  park  of  tWs  alternative  incorporates  the  use  of  the  existing  industrial  facilities 
and  infill  developm«it  m  the  site.  Based  on  the  acreage  available  within  the  industrial  park  with  the 
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raceway  present,  it  is  estimated  that  there  would  be  about  682,900  sq  ft  (63,510  sq  m)  of  space 
developed  (217  acres  developed  at  conq)arable  densty  as  the  r^se  plan  -  3,147  sq  ft/^e).  As 
desoibed  in  the  raceway  component  later  in  Subch^ter  2.4.3,  there  would  be  additional  industrial, 
specialized,  and  commercial  use,  but  it  would  be  associated  primarily  with  the  racing  activities. 

The  passive  reCTeation  area  of  27  acres  (11  hectares)  near  the  center  of  the  industrial  core  would  be 
eliminated  to  accommodate  the  raceway. 


2.4.2  Theme  Park 

The  theme  park  is  essentially  the  same  as  described  previously  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park 
Reuse  Plan.  The  hotel/conference  center  remains.  However,  the  service  retail  district  (32  acres  or 
13  hectares)  and  its  100,000  sq  ft  (9,300  sq  m)  of  retail  space  in  the  north  central  portion  of  the  site 
would  be  eliminated. 


2.4.3  Automobile  Raceway 

The  race  circuit  and  race  industry  complex  as  presented  in  this  EIS  is  generally  based  on  information 
provided  to  the  Town  of  Riverhead  by  a  private  proponent  of  the  facility.  Project  Calverton,  Inc. 

The  motor  racing  complex  would  occupy  about  835  acres  (338  hectares)  within  the  existing  fence 
line  of  the  ate.  The  area  would  include  much  of  the  eastern  side  of  the  site,  including  the  runway  and 
adjacoit  opal  areas,  and  lands  to  the  east  of  the  runway.  The  boundary  of  the  lands  to  be  developed 
as  the  raceway  was  modified  for  analysis  in  the  EIS;  about  135  acres  (55  hectares)  were  eliminated 
in  the  western  part  of  the  raceway  to  retain  the  community  park  as  identified  in  the  Calverton 
Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan.  Comparable  acreage  was  added  to  the  east  of  the  runway  to  mamtain 
a  general  consistency  with  the  raceway  component. 

The  race  circuit  would  be  about  3.5  mi  (sbc  km)  in  length.  The  proposal  also  envisions  the  lease  of 
^proximately  69,000  sq  ft  (6,417  sq  m)  of  manufacturing/warehouse  space  and  73,400  sq  ft  (6,826 
sq  m)  of  office  space.  The  bulk  of  the  space  would  be  rented  out  to  satellite  businesses  associated 
with  racing  and  automobiles. 

The  road  drcuit  would  oiconqiass  the  area  around  the  northern  end  of  Runway  32-14  and  an  adjacent 
area  to  the  east  and  south.  Fencing,  removable  concrete  barriers,  and  tire  walls  would  be  added  for 
race  car  and  spectator  safety.  Semi-permanent  bleachers  holding  approximately  12,000  spectators 
would  be  constructed  at  strategic  viewing  points  around  the  race  circuit.  Additional  temporary 
seating  would  be  brought  in  for  the  major  events. 
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Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  Land  Uses 


LmdUse 

UndCovefaB* 

Amount  DeveloptiwMit' 

Hedaree 

Industrial  Business  Park 

217 

88 

682,900  sq  ft  (63,51 0  sq  m) 

Theme  Park 

Attractions 

434 

176 

2.5  million  visitors/year 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

63 

26 

400  rooms 

Subtotal 

497 

201 

Automobile  Raceway 

835 

338 

racing  event -21 ,000 
spectators/day  (a); 
142,400  sq  ft  (13,243  sq  m) 

Commercial  Recreation 

6000  -  8000  spectators/event 

Stadium 

54 

22 

Family  Entertainment  Center 

137 

55 

300,000  visitors/year 

Subtotal 

191 

77 

Public  Golf  Course 

166 

67 

18  holes 

Open  Space 

438 

Pine  Barrens  Core 

McKay  Lake  (west) 

137 

Community  Park 

183 

National  Cemetery  Buffer 

24 

Natural  Area 

27 

Other  Open  Space 

190 

(na) 

Subtotal 

999 

Infrastructure  -  Sevrage  Treatment  Plant 

18 

7 

(na) 

Total 

2,923 

1,184 

Notes:  Land  use  acreage  and  amount  of  development  are  approximate  based  on  estimates  made  for 
a  long-term  (20-year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Numbers  may  not  total  exactly  due 
to  rounding  arxJ  metric  conversions.  ’  Scale  of  development  as  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan;  where  scale 
of  development  was  not  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  (nd)  means  not  defined;  where  assumptions  were 
necessary  for  analysis  and  were  made,  (a)  means  assumed;  (na)  means  not  applicable. 

Source:  Adapted  from  HR&A,  1996;  Project  Calverton,  Inc.  1995. _ _ 
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During  the  year,  the  road  course  would  be  the  site  of  six  major  weekend  events  centering  on  the  four 
major  road  racing  sanctioning  bodies; 

•  Championship  Auto  Racing  Teams  (CART/IndyCars); 

•  Sports  Car  Club  of  America  (SCCA); 

•  International  Motor^)orts  Association  (IMSA);  and 

•  National  Association  of  Stock  Car  Auto  Racii^  (NASCAR). 

Local  amat«ir  racing  events  would  fill  out  the  racing  schedule  weekends,  about  32  weekends  each 
year.  The  season  would  run  fi-om  late  March  through  early  November.  Driving  schools  and 
community  service  programs  would  use  the  road  course  on  weekdays. 

The  race  con^lex  conqwnent  would  also  include  a  driving  school  and  associated  race  car  preparation 
uses.  It  is  estimated  that  these  uses  would  require  about  21,700  sq  ft  (2,018  sq  m)  of  the  69,000  sq 
ft  (6,417  sq  m)  of  manufacturing/warehouse  space. 


2.4.4  Commercial  Recreation 

This  district  of  191  acres  (77  hectares)  located  in  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site  and  just  west  of  the 
raceway  would  remain  the  same  as  previously  described  in  the  Reuse  Plan.  The  stadium  (54  acres  or 
22  hectares)  and  family  entertainment  center  uses  (137  acres  or  55  hectares)  within  this  district  are 
shown  on  Figure  2-4. 


2.4.5  Public  Golf  Course 

Located  on  the  western  side  of  the  site,  the  1 8-hole  public  golf  course  would  remain  as  described  in 
the  Reuse  Plan  (Subchapter  2.3.5). 


2.4.6  Open  Space 

Designated  open  ^aces  comprise  a  total  of 809  acres  (328  hectares)  under  this  alternative.  As  noted 
previously,  the  industrial  park  recreation  area  (45  acres  or  18  hectares)  near  the  center  of  the 
industrial  core  would  be  eliminated  to  incorporate  the  raceway  use. 
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2.4.7  Infrastructure 


As  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  a  new  and  expanded  wastewater  treatmoit  fecility  on  1 8  acres  (seven  hectares) 
would  be  constructed  in  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  ate. 


2.5  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

PecTMUc  Village  is  designed  to  be  a  jdanned  nuxed-use  residential  ewnmunity  on  the  East  End  of  Long 
Idand.  Figure  2-5  (Peconic  Village  Alternative)  shows  the  conceptual  layout  of  the  land  uses  that 
comprise  this  plan.  Table  2-7  lists  these  main  land  uses,  their  associated  size  in  acres  and  hectares 
and  the  amount  of  proposed  development  (in  s(]  ft  and  s(j  m).  Because  it  is  planned  for  residential 
use,  the  ft>llowing  land  uses  that  wwe  components  of  the  other  alternatives  would  not  be  part  of  this 
one:  a  theme  park;  airport;  an  automobile  raceway;  and,  commercial  recreation  (a  stadium  and  farmly 
entertainment  center) 

It  is  esHmatftd  that  full  achievement  of  this  alternative  over  the  20-year  planning  horizon  would  create 
1,923  direct  jobs.  The  total  estimated  construction  cost  is  estimated  to  be  $407  million. 


2.5.1  Industrial  Business  Park 

The  industrial  park  in  this  alterative  would  occupy  about  185  acres  (75  hectares)  and  it  is  assumed 
that  uses  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  and 
Enterprise  Paik/Raceway  Akemative.  It  is  estimated  that  there  would  be  approximately  582,000  sq 
ft  (54,126  sq  m)  of  mixed  use/industrial  space  developed  as  part  of  this  alternative. 


2.5.2  Hotel/Conference  Center 

The  hotel/conference  center  use  would  also  be  similar  to  that  in  the  other  alternatives,  although  the 
site  would  occupy  more  acreage  (a  total  of  75  acres  or  30  hectares).  For  purposes  of  the  analysis, 
a  400-room  facility  was  envisioned  in  the  same  general  location  of  the  site  as  in  the  other  alternatives. 
As  noted  previously,  the  theme  park  would  be  eliminated. 


2.5.3  Commercial/Retail 

Commercial  retail  uses  occupying  about  105  acres  (43  hectares)  would  be  developed  in  two  locations 
on  site,  along  NYS  Route  25  near  Parker  Road  (NYS  Route  25A)  and  in  the  center  of 
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Table  2-7 


Peconic  Village  Alternative  Land  Uses 


•  'Land, Use 

Land  Coverage 

Amount  of  Development' 

Acres 

Hectares 

Industrial  Business  Park 

185 

75 

582,000  sq  ft  (54,126  sq  m)  (a) 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

75 

30 

400  rooms 

Commercial/Retail 

105 

43 

190,000  sq  ft  (17,763  sq  m) 

Residential 

Assisted  Living 

40 

16 

688  units 

Senior  Housing 

618 

250 

1,350  units 

Private  Golf  Course 

192 

78 

18  holes 

Subtotal 

850 

344 

Public  Golf  Course 

168 

68 

18  holes 

Civic  Facilities 

55 

22 

50,000  sq  ft  (4,650  sq  m)  (a) 

Open  Space 

Parks 

90 

37 

Natural  Area/Open  Space 

865 

350 

Pine  Barrens  Core 

438 

177 

Setback 

35 

14 

Subtotal 

1,428 

578 

(na) 

Infrastructure 

Sewage  Treatment  Plant 

18 

7 

Boulevard  and  Roads 

39 

16 

Subtotal 

57 

23 

(na) 

Total 

2,923 

1,184 

Note:  Land  use  acreage  and  amount  of  development  are  approximate  based  on  estimates  made  for  a 
long-term  (20-year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Numbers  may  not  total  exactly  due  to 
rounding  and  metric  conversions.  ^Scale  of  development  as  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan;  where  scale  of 
development  was  not  defined  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  (nd)  means  not  defined;  where  assumptions  were 
necessary  for  analysis  and  were  made,  (a)  means  assumed;  (na)  means  not  applicable. 

Source:  Adapted  from  HR&A,  1996. _ _ 
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the  site  along  the  new  north/south  boulevard.  Data  from  the  local  reuse  planning  process  did  not 
include  an  estimate  of  how  much  commercial/retail  space  was  to  be  developed  for  this  alternative^ 
Based  on  the  amount  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  it  has  been  assumed  that  there  would  be  a  total  of 
about  190,000  sq  ft  (17,763  sq  m)  of  space  developed,  63,000  sq  ft  (5,859  sq  m)  along  NYS  Route 
25  and  127,000  sq  ft  (1 1,81 1  sq  m)  near  the  center  of  the  site. 


2.5.4  Residential 

The  homes  at  Pewmic  Village  would  be  for  retirement  use  and  residents  would  be  55  years  ^d  older. 
As  shown  in  Table  2-7,  housing  would  conast  of  swiior  housing  units  and  assisted  living  units. 
Together,  ft  is  estimated  that  there  woukfbe  688  unftsrof  assisted  living  on  40  acres  (16  hectares)  and 
1  350  units  of  senior  housing  on  618  acres.  (250  hectares)  The  main  areas  of  housing  are  in  the 
eastern  and  western  sides  of  the  site  (Figure  2-5).  A  private  golf  course  of  192  acres  (78  hectares) 
is  planned  for  the  community. 


2.5.5  Public  Golf  Course 

A  public  golf  course  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site  would  be  developed.  The  168-acre  (68- 
hectare)  facility  would  be  in  addition  to  the  private  golf  course  in  the  western  portion  of  the  site. 


2.5.6  Civic  Facilities 

A  variety  of  civic  facilities  are  planned  near  the  center  of  the  site.  Occupying  about  55  acres  (22 
hectares)  and  50,000  sq  ft  (4,650  sq  m)  of  space,  facilities  would  include  such  uses  as  a  commuraty 
club  house,  church,  post  ofiBce,  and  similar  civic  and  service-related  functions. 


2.5.7  Open  Space 

Open  space  uses  would  comprise  approximately  1,428  acres  (578  hectares)  as  listed  in  Table  2-7. 
With  the  two  golf  courses,  open  spaces  would  account  for  a  total  of  1,788  acres  (724  hectares),  or 
about  61  percent  of  the  site. 
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2.5.8  Infrastructure 

A  new  wastewater  treatment  facility  on  18  acres  (sevai  hectares)  would  be  constructed  in  the 
northeast  portion  of  the  site.  A  new  north/south  boulevard  would  encompass  about  39  acres  (16 
hectares)  of  property.  The  road  would  provide  access  to  all  portions  of  the  site  and  connect  Swan 
Pond  Road/Grumman  Boulevard  on  the  south  with  NYS  Route  25  to  the  north. 

As  in  the  other  alternatives  the  town  of  Riverhead  Water  District  would  ultimately  be  extended  to 
provide  water  to  the  site. 


2.6  No  Action  Alternative 

The  no  action  altemative  is  the  retention  of  NWIRP  Calverton  by  the  US  government  in  a  caretaker 
status.  No  reuse  or  redevelopment  would  occur  at  the  facility. 

Continued  government  ownership  of  the  property  would  have  no  benefit  to  the  US  Navy,  as  the  Navy 
would  incur  continued  liability  for  an  asset  defined  as  having  no  functional,  operational,  or  strategic 
value.  Continued  federal  ownership  would  also  provide  no  benefit  to  the  local  community  or  region 
since  such  ownership  would  prevent  any  possibility  of  a  viable,  productive  (re)use  of  the  land. 
Consequently,  for  the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  the  no  action  altemative  is  presented  and  developed  as 
the  future  baseline  condition  against  which  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  are  measured. 

Because  of  the  ^)ecial  legislation  which  may  result  in  the  disposal  of  NWIRP  Calverton  to  the  tOAvn 
of  Riverhead,  the  no  action  altemative  is  considered  impracticable  for  the  Navy  to  carry  out. 
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3.1  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

3.1.1  Land  Use  at  NWIRP  Calverton 

NWIRP  Calverton  is  »tuated  primarily  in  the  Town  of  Riverhead  and  in  the  Town  of  Brookhaven, 
Suffolk  County,  New  York.  It  is  approximately  80  mi  (129  km)  east  of  New  York  City,  50  mi  (80 
km)  west  of  Montauk  Point,  and  seven  mi  (1 1  km)  west  of  Riveihead’s  downtown. 

NWIRP  Calverton  encompasses  approximately  6,061  acres  (2,455  hectares)  (Myers  and  Gafi&iey 
1990).  The  property  can  ^  divided  into  two  broad  land  use  areas: 

•  “Within  the  fence”  -  approximately  2,923  acres  (1,184  hectares)  in  size,  this  is  the 
central  contiguous  area  leased  and  operated  by  Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 
(Grumman;  formerly  Grumman  Aerospace  Corporation)  to  perform  all  mission- 
related  activities; 

•  “Outside  the  fence”  -  three  separate  parcels  (known  as  the  north,  southeast,  and 
southwest  buffer  zones)  comprising  a  total  of  3,137  acres  (1,271  hectares)  were 
originally  purchased  as  buffers  associated  with  the  aircraft  testing  operations  and  to 
minimize  encroaching  development;  these  lands  are  undeveloped  and  used  for 
recreation,  agricultural,  and  conservation  purposes  by  the  New  York  State 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  through  a  cooperative 
agreement  with  the  US  Navy. 

Figures  2-1  and  2-2  display  the  relationship  of  these  lands  to  one  another.  In  Figure  3.1-1  (General 
Land  Use),  general  categories  of  land  use  are  shown  for  an  area  of  about  one  mi  (1 .6  km)  around  the 
fenced-in  portion  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 

NWmP  Calverton  Land  Use  Within  the  Fence 

Presently,  NWIRP  Calverton  contains  73  government-owned  structures.  The  total  amount  of 
building  space  is  about  1,100,000  sq  ft  or  100,000  sq  m,  including  assembly  hangars,  testing  facilities, 
support  services,  and  administration  buildings.  In  general,  the  buildings  are  concentrated  in  the 
central  and  southern  parts  of  the  site  and  are  bounded  by  the  two  concrete  urcraft  runways  on  the 
northeast  and  northwest  (Figure  2-2).  All  of  these  facilities  supported  the  plant’s  mission  -  the  final 
assembly  and  flight  acceptance  testing  of  military  aircraft.  The  western,  northeastern,  and 
northwestern  areas  of  the  site  within  the  fence  remain  essentially  undeveloped  as  fields  or  forested 
land. 
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Disposal  and  Reuse 

The  fenced-in  portion  of  the  site  is  accessed  via  a  single  main  gate  located  about  midway  along 
Grumman  Boulevard  (or  Swan  Pond  Road),  the  southern  boundary  of  the  fenced-in  portion  of 
NWIRP  Calverton.  A  spur  of  the  Long  Island  Railroad  (LIRR)  that  is  no  longer  in  use  runs  along 
the  ^e’s  southern  perimeter  Cm  the  eastern  pmtkm  of  the  site)  parallel  to  Grumman  Boulevard  before 
it  turns  north  into  the  center  of  the  activity  above  the  main  gate. 

NWIRP  Calverton  Land  Use  Outside  the  Fence 

Much  of  the  land  immediately  surrounding  the  fenced-in  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  part  of  three 
buffer  zones  that  are  essentially  extensions  of  the  runways  and  total  3,137  ^es  (1,255  hectares). 
(Figure  2-1).  Most  of  a  former  buffer  zone  located  northwest  of  the  fenced-in  area  was  transferred 
to  the  Veteran’s  Administration  for  a  national  cemetery  in  December  1977.  According  to  the  US 
Navy  there  are  1 1  structures  in  the  buffer  zones. 

The  north  buffer  zone  (610  acres  or  244  hectares)  contains  agricultural  land  formerly  outleas^  to 
a  local  fermer.  Agricultural  outleases  are  issued  for  one-year  periods  with  options  for  four  additional 
annual  extaisions.  At  the  end  of  each  five-year  period,  the  use  of  the  farmland  is  re-advertised  and 
competitively  bid  for  the  next  leasing  period  (Myers  and  Gaflfiiey,  1989).  The  leases  cover  only  the 
tillable  or  agriculturally  productive  portion  of  the  land.  These  lands  have  beeri  outleased  since  1969. 
The  Federal  A\iation  Administration  (FAA)  maintains  a  Visual  Ommdirection  Range  Tactical  Air 
Control  (VORTAC)  station  in  this  zone.  The  VORTAC  serves  as  an  aid  to  general  aviation  (Myers 
and  Gaffiiey,  1989). 

The  southeast  and  southwest  buffer  zones  comprise  2,527  acres  (1,011  hectares)  and  are 
predominantly  forested.  In  1965  the  US  Navy  entered  into  a  Cooperative  Agreement  with  NYSDEC 
for  pubUc  recreational  use  of  most  of  the  buffer  zone  land  for  hunting,  fishing,  trapping,  dog  trarrung, 
and  dog  field  trials.  With  the  exception  of  the  lands  outleased  to  local  farmers,  all  buffer  zone  land 
is  covered  under  the  Cooperative  Agreement. 

Under  the  existing  Cooperative  Agreement,  NYSDEC  has  prepared  a  long-range  (ten-yw)  wildlife 
managpmfttit  plan  to  identify  development  and  habitat  improvements  to  be  undertaken  in  the  buffer 

zones.  This  plan  is  compatible  with  the  Navy’s  Forest  Resource  Management  Plan.  The  plan  can  be 

changed  or  terminated  by  the  parties  to  the  agreement  (Myers  and  Gaflfiiey,  1989). 

A  substantial  amount  of  use  for  hunting  and  fishing  in  the  buffer  zones  occurs  in  the  spring  and  fall 
of  the  year  The  greatest  use  is  during  hunting  season,  usually  fi'om  October  through  February. 
There  are  seasons  for  waterfowl,  pheasant,  quail,  grouse,  rabbit,  squirrel,  deer,  and  woodcock.  Deer 
hunting  has  both  an  archery  and  shotgun  season  (Myers  and  Gaflfiiey,  1989). 
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3.1.2  Land  Use  in  the  Surrounding  Vicinity 

When  originally  ated,  NWIRP  Calverton  was  in  an  area  of  about  two-thirds  open  space  and  one-third 
farmland,  based  on  a  review  of  1947  aerial  photography.  The  undeveloped  portion  of  the  site  was 
forested  and  featured  small  streams,  wetlands,  and  sevoal  ponds  (NEESA,  1986). 

The  lands  surrounding  NWIRP  Calv«ton  are  gencralfy  qjarsely  settled,  reflecting  the  presence  of  the 
buffers  and  the  area’s  historical  agricultural  economy  (Figure  3.1-1).  Regional  population  centers 
are  located  some  chstance  from  the  site,  with  settlement  situated  primarily  near  the  coast  (e  g.. 
Wading  River,  Wildwood)  and  the  Peconic  River  (e.g.,  downtown  Riveriiead). 

-  Single-family  houses  are  scattered  around  the  pwimcter  of  the  fenced-in  area  of  the  site,  primarily 
along  Route  25  (Middle  Country  Road),  the  northern  boundary.  Two  more  densely  settled  areas  of 
siu^Q-f^mily  reridences  are  also  located  off  of  Route  25;  Kay  Road  on  the  western  side  of  the  site 
and  Timber  Drive  along  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site. 

Other  land  uses  immediately  adjacent  to  the  site  along  Route  25  (from  west  to  east)  include; 

•  Turf  farm  (for  sale  at  the  time  of  field  reconnaissance); 

•  Motel; 

•  Calverton  National  Cemetery  of  the  Veterans  Administration; 

•  FAA  radar  installation; 

•  Commercial  office  park; 

•  Two  restaurants;  and 

•  Poultry  farm. 

East  of  the  site  along  Route  25  there  are  scattered  residences,  farms,  a  warehousing  operation,  and 
a  gas  station. 

Development  along  Swan  Pond/Grumman  Boulevard  is  minimal  because  (1)  the  undeveloped 
southern  buffer  zones  encompass  a  substantial  amount  of  the  land  along  the  road;  (2)  Swan  Lake  Golf 
Course,  another  open  ^ace  dement,  is  located  opposite  the  site;  and  (3)  Grumman  Boulevard  is  not 
a  major  east-west  thoroughfare  like  Route  25.  The  Peconic  River  and  its  tributary  streams  that 
contain  numerous  ponds  and  wetlands  are  located  south  of  the  site.  The  Peconic  River  flows  in  an 
easterly  direction  and  lies  in  close  proximity  to  Grumman  Boulevard  near  the  western  portion  of  the 
site. 

South  of  the  ate,  off  of  Swan  Pond/Grumman  Boulevard  along  the  eastern  side  of  Line  Road  (off  of 
Grumman  Boulevard),  there  are  a  few  commercialrindustrial  establishments.  Along  Connecticut 
Avenue  (also  south  of  the  ate  off  of  Grumman  Boulevard),  lands  on  either  side  of  the  road  are 
wooded  and  undeveloped.  The  property  to  the  east  is  part  of  the  southeastern  buffer  zone.  The 
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Peconic  River  Sportsman’s  Club  holds  lands  on  the  western  side  of  Connecticut  Road  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  site. 

Ooposite  the  to  the  west  along  MmorvUle  Road,  there  severe  resid«K»s  and  a  coranwcid 

buriness.  South  of  ManorviUe  Road’s  intersection  with  Swan  Pond/Gnimman  ^levatd. 
devdofHnent  is  again  limited  and  open  space  predominates  because  of  the  southwestern  buffer  area 
that  is  part  of  the  NYSDEC  Cooperative  Wildlife  Management  Area. 

The  eastern  boundary  of  the  fenced-in  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  not  defined  by  a  roadway,  unlike 
the  three  other  compass  directions.  Lands  to  the  east  of  the  site  are  primarily  in  agricultural  use^ 
Edwards  Avenue,  about  0.4  mi  (0.6  km)  east  of  the  site’s  easternmost  boundary,  has  a  vanety  of 
adjacent  uses  including  a  golf  course,  sod  farm,  .ofl  storage  and  distribution  fat^ty,  and  severd 
commerdal  opoations.  Calverton,  a  small  community  of  residwices  and  businesses,  is  located  around 
the  intersection  of  Edwards  Avenue  and  River  Readjust  east  of  the  site. 


3.1.3  Zoning 

As  federal  property,  NWIRP  Calverton  is  exempt  fi-om  local  zoning.  However,  the  future  reuse  of 
the  property  with  private  uses  would  be  subject  to  the  land  use  and  zoning  restrictions  of  the  Town 
of  Riverhead.  As  described  in  Chapter  2,  aU  of  the  buffer  zones  in  the  towns  of  Riverhead  and 
Brookhaven  may  be  transferred  to  the  NYSDEC  and  no  development  will  occur  on  them  -  they  will 
remain  in  use  for  conservation,  recreation,  and  agricultural  use.  Consequeritly,  as  state 
managed  by  the  NYSDEC,  these  buffo-  lands  will  remain  exempt  fi-om  local  zoning  in  both  Riverhead 
and  Brookhaven.  Figure  3.1-2  (General  Zoning)  displays  general  categories  of  zoning  for  an  area 
about  one  mi  (1.6  km)  fi-om  the  fenced-in  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 

Town  of  Riverhead 

The  zoning  map  of  the  town  of  Riverhead  shows  NWIRP  Calverton  as  “Defense  Institutional”  land. 
This  designation  essentially  “grandfethered”  and  allowed  the  past  use  of  the  site  as  an  aircraft  testing 
and  assenWy  fedlity.  The  only  pemutted  uses  are  agriculture,  national  cemete^,  and  naval  weapons 
testing  facility.  As  special  uses,  airports  and  utility  structures  and/or  utility  rights-of-way  are 
pemutted.  The  ate  has  neva-  been  zoned  in  the  traditional  sense  of  defining  allowable  uses,  setbacks, 

densities,  etc. 

A  variety  of  zoning  districts  are  present  adjacent  to  the  site  that  reflect  and  consolidate  existing  land 
uses.  Along  Route  25  to  the  north  of  the  site  the  following  zoning  districts  are  present  (fi-om  west 
to  east):  Residence  A,  Residence  C,  Open  Space  Conservation,  Industrial  B  (General  Industry), 
Residence  C,  Business  CR  (Rural  Neighborhood  Business),  and  Industrial  A  (Light  Industry).  To 
the  south  of  the  site  along  Grumman  Boulevard,  the  following  zoning  districts  are  present  (fi-om  west 
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to  east):  Defense  institutional,  Office/S^^ce,  Open  Space  Conservation,  Natural  Resources 
Protection,  and  Open  Space  Conservation.  On  the  western  boundary  along  Manorville  Road,  the 
zoning  is  for  Natural  Resources  Protection.  Adjacent  to  the  site  on  its  eastern  border,  these  zones 
are  present  (fiom  north  to  south):  Business  CR  (Rural  Neighborhood  Business),  Industrial  B  (General 
Industry),  and  Industrial  A  (Light  Industry). 

Town  of  Brookhaven 

In  the  Town  of  Brookhaven,  the  buffer  lands  are  zoned  for  readential  uses. 


3.1.4  Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan 

The  Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan  was  prepared  pursuant  to  the  Long  Island 
Pine  Barrens  Protection  Act  of  199j  and  established  a  set  of  policies,  programs,  and  standards  to 
protect,  preserve,  and  enhance  the  functional  integrity  of  the  “Central  Pine  Barrens  ecosyst  2m  of 
Long  Island'.  The  Central  Pine  Barrens  is  a  100,000-acre  (40,000-hectare)  area  in  central  and  eastern 
Long  Island  that  includes  the  towns  of  Riverhead,  Brookhaven,  and  Southampton  (Centra!  Pine 
Barrens  Joint  Planning  and  Poli^  Commisaon  [CPBJ&PC],  1995).  Within  the  100,000  acres  (40,000 
hectares),  there  are  two  zones  wth  different  protection  goals: 

•  Core  Preservation  Area  (CPA)  -  Comprised  of  52,500  acres  (21,000  hectares),  the 
core  area  is  designed  to  protect  and  preserve  the  ecolo^c  and  hydrologic  functions 
of  the  Pine  Barrais.  This  is  to  be  achieved  by  preserving  the  core  in  its  natural  state, 
by  promoting  conqiatible  agricultural,  horticultural,  and  open  space  activities,  and  by 
minimizing  impacts  by  prohibiting  or  redirecting  new  development  (CPBJP&PC, 
1995). 

•  Con^ble  Growth  Area  (CGA)  -  The  Pine  Barrens  Plan  designed  this  47,500-acre 
(19,000-hectare)  area  to  discourage  piecemeal  and  scattered  development  and  to 
encourage  appropriate  patterns  of  compatible  residential,  commercial,  agricultural, 
and  industrisd  development.  Regional  growth  is  planned  to  be  accommodated  in  an 
orderly  way  and  to  accommodate  a  portion  of  the  development  directed  from  the 
CPA  (CPBJP&PC,  1995). 

As  shown  in  Figure  3.1-3  (Central  Pine  Barrens  Land  Use  Areas),  most  of  the  fenced-in  area  of 
NWIRP  Calverton  is  derignated  as  CGA.  Approximately  423  acres  (166  hectares)  in  the  western 
portion  of  the  fenced  area  (west  of  runway  05/23)  have  been  designated  as  part  of  the  CPA.  The 
southeast  and  southwest  buffer  zones  are  part  of  the  CPA;  the  northern  buffer  is  part  of  the  CGA. 
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3.2  Socioeconomics 

The  study  area  for  the  review  of  existing  socioeconomic  conditions  is  best  defined  by  the  geographic 
availability  of  q>propriate  demographic  and  economic  data.  Census  tracts  at  the  east  end  of  Long 
Island  tend  to  be  large;  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  is  but  part  of  one  large  tract  in  the  Town  of 
Riverhead.  It  is  possible  to  obtain  population,  household,  and  housing  data  at  the  tract  level; 
howevK-,  the  tracts  do  not  closely  conform  to  the  one  mi  (1.6  km)  radius  used  in  the  land  use  section, 
and  the  broader  municipal  context  is  more  iq)propriate  when  considering  socioeconomic 
characteristics  and  their  relationship  to  community  services  and  employment  pools.  For  these 
reasons,  data  are  presented  for  the  three  adjacent  towns  of  Riverhead,  Brookhaven,  and 
Southan:q>ton,  and  for  the  larger  context  of  Suffolk  County  (Figure  1-2,  Major  Municipalities  of  Long 
Island). 


3.2.1  Population 

Population  in  the  three  municipalities  surrounding  NWIRP  Calverton  exceeded  476,000  in  1990,  an 
increase  often  percent  fi-om  the  1980  population  (Table  3.2-1).  Among  the  three  municipalities, 
Brookhaven  accounts  for  86  percent  of  the  population  and  experienced  the  greatest  growth  over  the 
decade  of  the  1980s  with  an  increase  of  almost  43,000,  an  increment  greater  than  that  of  Suffolk 
County  as  a  whole.  While  each  of  the  three  towns  experienced  growth  during  the  1980s,  growth 
slowed  in  the  late  1980s.  According  to  the  Long  Island  Lighting  Company  (LILCO),  growth  has 
been  quite  modest  over  the  1990-95  period,  at  approximately  one  percent.  LILCO  estimates  growth 
for  the  county  over  the  1990-95  period  at  0.4  percent,  much  slower  than  the  2.9  percent  rate  of 
growth  during  the  1980s  (LILCO,  1995).  Official  projections  of  future  population  for  the  county 
were  last  made  by  the  New  York  State  Data  Center  in  1985  (New  York  State  Department  of 
Commerce,  1985).  At  that  time,  population  in  the  year  2000  was  projected  to  reach  1,527,466.  This 
projection  appears  to  be  Irigh,  as  evidenced  by  a  recent  projection  by  Urbanomics,  a  consultant  to  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Council,  forecasting  that  Suffolk  County  population  would  reach  only 
1,495,200  by  the  year  2010  (Urbanomics,  1995).  Neither  Suffolk  County  nor  the  Long  Island 
Regional  Planning  Board  has  provided  more  current  projections  for  Suffolk  County,  nor  have  the 
three  municipalities. 

Table  3.2-2  presents  the  population's  age  and  ethnic  characteristics  fi-om  the  1990  Census.  The  two 
municipalities  with  the  highest  population  growth  rates  in  the  1980s,  Brookhaven  and  Riverhead,  also 
have  the  highest  proportion  of  th^  population  under  age  18,  reflecting  the  usual  demographic  profile 
of  newer  suburbs.  In  general,  the  county  is  experiencing  a  gradual  aging  of  the  population  as  the 
older  suburbs  in  the  west  are  witnessing  a  parallel  maturing  of  their  populations.  Among  the  three 
towns,  Brookhaven  has  a  much  younger  demographic  profile  than  Riverhead  and  Southampton, 
which  have  twice  the  proportion  in  the  over-65  age  group  than  Brookhaven. 
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Table  3^-1 


Population  Growth  and  Estimates 


1980 

1990 

f 

1980<90 

%.Ch8nge 

1980-90 

...E^mate 

1995 

Srookhaven 

407,977 

42,962 

11.8 

418,171 

23,011 

2,768 

13.7 

23,566 

Southampton 

43,146 

45,351 

2,205 

5.1 

46,380 

Suffolk  County 

1.284.231 

1.321.977 

37.746 

2.9 

1.334.468 

Sources:  US  Census.  1990.  CPH-3:  and  LILC0 1995  Long  Island  Population  Survey. 
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1090  Population 

JurisrficSon 

%Under18 

%  Over  65 

Median 

Ace 

%  Black 

%H$panic 

27.1 

9.6 

34.1 

3.6 

5.5 

Riverhead 

22.7 

20.5 

33.9 

12.7 

2.6 

Southampton 

19.6 

19.0 

37.8 

8.8 

2.6 

Suffolk  County 

24.7 

10.7 

33.7 

6.3 

6.6 

Source:  US  Census,  ‘ 
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Table  3.2-3 


Income  and  Poverty  Status 


Jurisdidion 

Median 

Household 

Inccmie 

Median 

Family 

Income 

Pw 

Capita 

Income 

Persons 

% 

Families 

% 

Brookhaven 

46,339 

50,206 

16,441 

20,621 

5.2 

3,978 

3.8 

Riverhead 

32.655 

41,308 

15,643 

1,883 

8.4 

317 

Southampton 

36,859 

43,929 

20,684 

3,290 

552 

■S 

Suffolk  County 

53,247 

18,481 

■9 

11,361 

Note:  All  data  are  for  11 
Source:  US  Census.  IS 

389. 
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The  minority  populations  of  the  three  municipalities  are  relatively  small;  in  1990  the  proportion  that 
is  Blade  ranges  from  3.6  percent  in  Brookhaven  to  12.7  percent  in  Riveriiead,  compared  to  the  county 
rate  of  6.3  percent.  Similariy,  Hispanics,  who  may  be  of  any  race,  are  represented  in  relatively  small 
numbers  in  the  three  municipalities,  in  this  instance,  Brookhaven  with  5.5  percent  and  Overhead  and 
Southanq)ton  both  with  2.6  percent.  Suffolk  County  as  a  whole  was  6.6  percent  Hispanic  in  1990. 


3.2.2  Income 

Median  household  and  family  incomes  in  the  three  municipalities  are  lower  than  the  county  as  a 
vs^le.  Table  3.2-3  shows  that  incomes  in  Brookhaven,  Riverhead,  and  Southampton  are  noticeably 
less  than  the  median  far  Suffolk  County;  for  example,  household  income  in  Riverhead  is  only  57 
percait  of  that  for  Suffolk  County.  In  the  study  area,  Riverhead  consistently  has  the  lowest  income 
levels  for  households  and  families,  and  on  a  per  capita  basis. 

Table  3.2-3  also  shows  poverty  rates  from  the  1990  Census.  Again,  all  the  municipalities  have  a 
higher  percentage  of  persons  in  poverty  than  Suffolk  County  as  a  whole.  The  percent  of  persons  in 
poverty  in  Suffolk  County  was  4.7  percent,  compared  to  8.4  percent  in  Riverhead.  The  number  of 
frmilies  in  poverty  shows  lower  percentages  but  a  similar  distribution  among  the  municipalities  and 
compared  to  the  county.  Riverh^  recorded  five  percent  of  its  families  in  poverty,  compared  to  3.3 
percent  for  Suffolk  County. 


3.2.3  Housing 

As  noted  in  Land  Use  (Subch^ter  3. 1),  the  great  majority  of  housing  in  the  study  area  is  of  a  single¬ 
family  detached  character.  Although  there  are  some  multi-family  units,  these  tend  to  be  low-rise 
townhouses  or  garden  apartments.  A  characteristic  of  the  area  is  the  high  rate  of  vacant  housing 
units,  particularly  in  Southampton  where  vacant  units  reach  46  percent  of  the  total,  largely  reflecting 
the  seasonal  use  of  these  units  for  summer  recreation. 

The  1980s  witnessed  a  substantial  increase  in  the  number  of  housing  units  in  each  of  the  jurisdictions. 
Table  3.2-4  shows  Brookhaven  increased  its  total  housing  units  by  16.5  percent,  Riverhead  by  almost 
18  percent,  and  Southampton  by  18.6  percent.  Suffolk  County,  as  a  whole,  increased  its  total 
housing  stock  by  11.5  percent  over  the  decade.  Similar  shifrs  are  recorded  for  the  number  of 
households  in  the  respective  jurisdictions. 

In  addition  to  the  data  presented  in  Table  3.2-4,  based  on  the  LILCO  1995  Population  Survey,  mean 
household  size  continues  to  decline  in  the  study  area.  The  average  for  Suffolk  County  declined  from 
3.4  persons  in  1980  to  3.2  persons  in  1990  (a  decline  of  sbe  percent),  and  to  3.0  persons  in  1995 
(LILCO,  1995). 
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Table  3.2-5  shows  that,  in  1990,  the  proportion  of  occupied  housing  occupied  by  owners  is  highest 
in  Brookhaven  at  78.7  percent,  slightly  higher  than  in  Riverhead  and  Southampton,  but  lower  than 
the  county  rate  of  80. 1  percent.  The  percent  of  renters  is  highest  in  Southampton  at  24.2  percent. 
Exduding  seasonal  vacant  units,  tha-e  is  a  vacancy  rate  of  housing-for-sale  that  varies  from  a  low  of 
1.8  pocoit  in  Brookhaven  to  6.1  po^cent  in  Soutfaanqrton;  these  rates  compare  to  a  county-wide  rate 
of  1.6  percent.  For  rentals,  only  Riverhead’ s  rate  of  ten  percent  vacant-for-rent  units  exceeded  the 
Suffolk  County  rate  of  8.3  percent. 

Median  housing  values  in  1990  ranged  from  $131,300  in  Brookhaven  to  $196,300  in  Southampton. 
The  mean  fw  Suffolk  County  was  $165,900.  Median  monthly  contract  rent  levels  in  the  study  area 
ranged  from  a  low  of  $541  in  Riverfiead  to  $690  in  Brookhaven,  compared  to  $802  for  Suffolk 
County.  The  study  area  can  be  characterized  as  relatively  expensive  suburban  and  ex-urban  fringe, 
with  a  substantial  housing  component  devoted  to  recreational  use. 


3.2.4  Employment 

The  1990  Census  data  on  employed  residents  in  the  study  area  by  industry  category  are  shown  in 
Table  3.2-6.  The  three  municipalities  had  a  combined  employed  population  of  230,629,  or  35 
percent  of  Suffolk  County’s  total  of  665,182.  Among  the  three  municipalities,  Brookhaven 
dominates  with  over  86  percent  of  all  employment,  while  Riverhead’ s  employed  population  is  only 
48  percent  of  that  of  Southan^ton.  Table  3.2-6  also  shows  the  distribution  of  the  employed  residents 
by  industrial  category  in  1990,  with  Services  easily  being  the  largest  industrial  category,  ranging 
between  35.6  percent  of  all  employmart  in  Southampton  to  37.7  percent  in  Riverhead.  Retail  Trade 
is  the  second  highest  category,  ranging  from  15.5  percent  in  Riverhead  to  18.5  percent  in 
Southampton.  Manufacturing  is  the  next  leading  category  with  a  wider  range  among  the 
municipalities,  from  6.4  percent  in  Southampton  to  12.7  percent  in  Brookhaven.  Other  notable 
variations  among  the  municipalities  include  the  stronger  emphasis  on  Construction  in  Southampton 
than  the  other  towns;  on  Manufacturing  in  Brookhaven;  and  on  Government  in  Riverhead. 

More  recent  annual  employment  and  unenq)loyment  data  for  the  towns  and  county  are  available  from 
New  York  State  Department  of  Labor  unpublished  sources.  These  are  shown  in  Table  3.2-7. 
Riveihead  and  Southampton  are  seen  to  have  slightly  lower  unemployment  rates  than  the  county  in 
1995;  Brookhaven  was  slightly  higher. 

In  Suffolk  County,  both  the  labor  force  and  employment  levels  have  been  increasing  since  a  loss  of 
over  50,000 jobs  during  the  1990-91  recession,  but  in  1995  there  were  still  32,600  fewer  employed 
residents  than  in  1990.  US  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  for  the  county  level  show  recent  trends 
in  resident  employment  for  Suffolk  County  in  Table  3.2-8. 
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Table  3.2-6 


Resident  Employment  Characteristics  by  Industry 


Bmptc^eirt 

Rwerhead 

Soiritrarapton  . 

Suffolk  Co.  1 

Total  Employment 

199,349 

10,214 

21,066 

fi| 

2,462 

552 

1,106 

9294 

Percent  of  Total 

1.2 

5.4 

5.3 

1.4 

194 

6 

13 

412 

Percent  of  Total 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

ConstrucSon 

756 

2,379 

Percent  of  Total 

7.2 

7.4 

11.3 

0.7 

Manufecturing 

1,059 

1,339 

96,828 

Percent  of  Total 

12.7 

10.4 

6.4 

14.8 

H! 

Ht 

II 

IP 

mm 

16,744 

573 

1,317 

56,557 

Percent  of  Total 

8.4 

5.6 

6.3 

8.6 

8,804 

358 

689 

33,317 

Percent  of  Total 

4.4 

3.5 

3.3 

5.1 

Ratal  Trade 

33,530 

1,580 

3,893 

106,383 

Percent  of  Total 

16.8 

15.5 

18.5 

16.2 

FJ.R.E. 

687 

1,536 

55,720 

Percent  of  Total 

6.7 

6.7 

7.3 

8.5 

Services 

71,869 

3,851 

7,508 

226,263 

Percent  of  Total 

36.1 

37.7 

35.6 

Government 

12,655 

800 

1,286 

Percent  of  Total 

6.3 

7.8 

6.1 

5.4 

Source:  US  Census.  1990.  Social  and  Economic  Characteristics  New  York. 
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Table  3.2-7 


Civilian  Labor  Force  and  Employment  1995  (Annual  Average) 


JiaiB(ttcSon 

LidrofFiNce 

Employmiwit 

%Uiiempl<^ed 

Brookhaven 

206!240~ 

194,510 

5.7 

Riveitiead 

10,492 

9,962 

5.0 

Southampton 

21,596 

20,711 

4.1 

Suffolk 

685,999 

648,783 

5.4 

Source;  New  York  State  Department  of  Labor,  1996. 

Table  3.2-8 


Suffolk  County  Employment  1990-1995  (Annual  Averages) 


Year 

Employment 

UncTOf^krpnent 

% 

Unemployed 

1990 

681,445 

29,845 

4.2 

1991 

650,110 

47,400 

6.8 

1992 

632,308 

54,728 

8.0 

1993 

641,969 

48,024 

7.0 

1994 

642,962 

43,169 

6.3 

1995 

648,783 

37,216 

5.4 

Source;  US  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  1 996. 
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More  recent  income  data  than  the  Census  are  available  at  the  county  level  from  the  US  Department 
of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  (BEA),  R^onal  Economic  Information  System  (BEA, 
1996).  Suffolk  County  data  for  1990-1994  are  provided  in  Table  3.2-9.  These  data  identify 
employment  and  earnings  in  the  county  rather  than  employed  readents.  Total  personal  income  is  s^n 
to  rise  modestly  over  the  period  1991-1992,  with  annual  growth  rates  of  four  percent,  and  then  quite 
substantially  in  1993  at  8.6  percent  and  1994  at  five  percent.  Although  Suffolk  County  is 
substantially  above  the  national  avoage  in  per  c^Ha  income,  it  falls  from  120  percent  to  1 17  percent 
in  1993,  thoi  rises  sli^itly  to  1 18  percait.  It  can  be  seen  that  full  and  part-time  employment  declined 
from  5*43,760  to  515,016  over  1990-92,  rose  to  only  521,541  by  1993,  but  then  made  a  major 
recovery  in  1994  to  533,325.  Higher  wages  per  job  manage  to  increase  total  disbursements  despite 
the  overall  decline  in  employment.  The  net  earnings  to  residents  in  the  county  increased  from  $5.8 
billion  to  almost  $6.3  billion  over  the  period. 
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3.3  Community  Facilities  and  Services 

3.3.1  Education 

No  public  or  private  schools  are  located  within  the  one-mi  (1.6-km)  study  area  radius  of  NWIRP 
Calverton.  Several  public  school  districts  are  partially  located  within  the  study  area.  Riverhead 
Central  is  the  laiigest  geographically  and  includes  the  rite;  Shoreham-Wading  River  is  located  to  the 
northwest,  Longwood  School  District  to  the  west.  South  Manor  to  the  southwest,  and  Eastport  to 
the  south. 

The  Riverhead  Central  School  District  has  four  elementary  schools,  one  junior  middle  school,  one 
senior  middle  school,  and  one  high  school.  Total  enrollment  in  the  1995-96  school  year  is  4,278. 
District  enrollment  has  been  increasing  over  the  past  four  years  and  is  ejq)ected  to  reach  5,000  by  year 
2,000  (Carlson,  1996).  The  adjacent  school  districts  of  Shoreham-Wading  River  had  a  1995-96 
enrollment  of  2.075;  Longwood  had  an  enrollment  of  9,170;  South  Manor  had  an  enrollment  of 
1,120;  and  Eastport  had  an  enrollment  of  942.  Each  of  these  districts  has  also  experienced  slight 
increases  in  enrollment  over  recent  years.  Three  private  parochial  schools  are  located  in  Riverhead 
with  a  total  enroUmoit  of 856.  Public  and  private  school  enrollment  as  of  1995-96  is  shown  in  Table 
3.3-1. 

Institutions  of  Ingher  education  in  proximity  to  NWIRP  Calverton  in  Suffolk  County  include  Suffolk 
County  Community  College  (Eastern  Campus  in  Riverhead  and  Selden  Campus  in  Brookhaven),  a 
branch  of  Long  Island  University  at  South^pton  College,  and  St.  Joseph’s  College  in  Patchogue. 


3.3.2  Healthcare 

There  are  no  ho^itals  within  the  one-mi  (1.6-km)  study  area.  However,  there  are  several  hospitals 
that  SCTve  the  east  end  of  Long  Island.  Central  Suffolk  Ho^ital  in  Riverhead  is  the  closest,  about  6.5 
mi  (10.5  km)  east  ofNWIRP  Calverton.  University  Medical  center  at  Stony  Brook  is  the  largest  and 
is  a  teaching,  fiill-service  hospital  and  trauma  center  located  approximately  1 5  mi  (24  km)  to  the  west 
ofNWIRP.  Brookhaven  Memorial  Hospital  Medical  Center  is  another  fiill-service  trauma  center, 
about  13  mi  (21  km)  to  the  southwest  ofNWIRP.  Southampton  Hospital  is  a  smaller  community 
hospital  about  20  mi  (32  km)  southeast  of  the  site.  Table  3.3-2  lists  these  hospitals,  their  licensed 
beds,  and  recent  occupancy  rates,  as  provided  by  hospital  staff  in  June  1996. 
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Educational  Facililies  and  Enrollnnent  1995-96 


Sehooie 

Public  Schools  _ _ _ 

Riverhead 

Elenwntaiv  K-3 

1,539 

4-5 

606 

6-8 

864 

High  School  9-12 

1,184 

Shoreham-Wading  River 

Elententary  K-5 

927 

Middle  6-8 

494 

High  School  9-12 

654 

Longwood 

Elementary  K-5 

4,507 

Middle  6-7 

1,337 

Junior  HS  8-9 

1,326 

High  School  10-12 

2,000 

South  Manor 

Elementary  K-3 

450 

Middle  4-9 

670 

Eastport 

Elementary  K-6 

548 

JHS7-8 

119 

High  School  9-12 

275 

Private  Schools  _ _ _ _ _ — 

St.  Isidore’s  School 

K-8 

260 

St.  John  the  Evangelist 

K-8 

255 

Mercv  Hkih  School 

9-12 

341 

' 

Source:  Individual  Schools,  June  1996. 
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Table  Z.Z2 

Hospitals  in  Proximity  to  NWIRP  Calverton  1 996 


^  'Nnaptai 

1  trsntiri  Bodft 

OcoapnwyRaie 

Central  Suffolk  Hospital 

214 

100 

University  Medical  Center  at  Stony 
Brook 

504 

78 

Eastern  Long  Island  Hospital 

80 

73.8 

168 

40 

Brookhaven  Memorial  Hospital 

345 

70 

Source:  Individual  Hospitals,  June  1996. 

3.3.3  Public  Safety  and  Emergency  Services 

Police 

Police  services  in  the  study  area  are  provided  by  the  respective  town  and  county  police  forces.  No 
police  station  is  within  the  one-mi  (1.6-km)  study  area.  The  NWIRP  facility  is  entirely  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Riverhead  police  except  as  the  Suffolk  County  Police  Department  would  be 
brought  in  to  conduct  major  case  investigations  or  respond  to  emergencies.  The  Riverhead  police 
station  is  in  the  village  of  Riverhead,  approximately  sfac  mi  (ten  km)  east  of  the  site.  Riverhead’ s 
police  include  70  sworn  officers  operating  in  five  motorized  and  one  walking  sector.  The  support 
staff  totals  14,  and  the  department’s  total  budget  is  almost  $6  million  (Grattan,  1996). 

Suffolk  County  provides  police  protection  in  the  Town  of  Brookhaven  and  would,  therefore,  be 
involved  with  services  provided  immediately  to  the  south  and  to  the  west  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 
Suffolk  County  Police  has  a  conplement  of  almost  2,800  sworn  officers,  600  civilian  personnel,  and 
300  school  crossing  guards  (Midiael,  1995).  Its  headquarters  are  in  Yaphank,  about  ten  mi  (16  km) 
to  the  southwest.  Its  nearest  substation  covers  the  6th  Precinct  and  is  located  in  Coram,  about  nine 
mi  (14  km)  west  of  NWIRP  on  Route  25.  A  new  7th  Precinct  that  should  be  open  in  approximately 
two  years  is  planned  for  the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  the  Long  Island  Expressway  and 
William  Floyd  Parkway,  about  eight  mi  (13  km)  southwest  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 
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Emergency  Services 

Fire  protection  services  at  the  site  were  previously  provided  by  Grumman  but  are  now  provid^  by 
the  three  surrounding  fire  districts  of  Riverhead,  Manorville,  and  Wading  River.  Approximately  80 
percent  of  the  site  is  covered  by  the  Manorville  Fire  District,  which  has  its  headquarters  ^lon  on 
Silas  Carter  Avenue,  about  four  mi  (six  km)  south  ofNWIRP  Calvcrton.  The  Manorville  Distrirt  has 
a  second  substation  at  Cranford  Avenue  about  six  mi  (ten  km)  southwest  of  the  site.  The  district 
fields  1 1  irieces  of  equipment  and  has  80  vcdunteer  personnd  (De  Lettera,  1996).  The  Riverhead  Fire 
District  has  four  fire  stations.  The  nearest  of  these  is  at  the  intersection  of  Twomey  and  Riley 
Avenues,  about  three  mi  (five  km)  to  the  northeast.  In  total,  the  Riverhead  District  can  field  18 
pieces  of  equipment  and  has  180  volunteer  personnel  (Happner,  1996).  The  Wading  River  Fire 
District  is  headquartered  at  North  Countey  Road  about  three  mi  (five  km)  north  of  the  site,  and  \m 
a  substation  at  Hulse  Landing  Road  about  two  mi  (three  km)  north  ofNWIRP  Calverton.  Wading 
River  can  field  22  pieces  of  equipment  and  has  85  volunteer  personnel  (Flam,  1996). 

Ambulance 

Emergency  medical  services  (EMS)  in  Suffolk  County  are  provided  by  94  volunteer  EMS  agencies, 
65  integrated  with  volunteer  fire  departments  and  29  independent  community  ambulance  compames. 
Each  is  autonomous  but  overall  coordination  is  provided  by  the  Suffolk  County  Division  of 
Emergency  Medical  Services,  within  the  Department  of  Health  Services.  The  county  provides 
cohesive  communications,  linkages  with  hospitals,  training,  medical  protocols,  risk  management, 
standardization  of  medical  equipment,  and  other  support  (Larkin,  1996). 

The  three  agencies  serving  NWIRP  Calverton  and  its  vicinity  are  coterminous  with  the  fire  companies 
noted  above.  The  Manorville  Ambulance  Compaity  is  headquartered  at  South  Street,  east  of  Dayton 
Avenue  about  three  mi  (five  km)  southwest  of  the  site,  and  has  a  substation  at  Moriches-Middle 
Island  Road,  about  five  mi  (eight  km)  southwest  ofNWIRP  Calverton.  Each  station  fields  two 
ambulances,  and  a  “responder  car”  (usually  first  on  the  scene)  serves  the  district. 

The  Riverhead  Ambulance  Con^iaity  is  headquartered  at  Harrison  Avenue,  about  six  mi  (ten  km)  east 
ofNWIRP  Calverton,  and  has  a  substation  in  Jamesport,  about  12  mi  (19  km)  east  of  the  site.  Tlmee 
ambulances  are  stationed  at  the  headquarters  and  a  responder  car  serves  the  district.  Wading  River 
Fire  Department  provides  EMS  services  in  its  district,  with  two  ambulances  stationed  at  its 
headquarters  on  North  Country  Road,  about  three  mi  (five  km)  north  ofNWIRP  Calverton. 
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Parks  and  Recreation 

The  only  park  within  the  one-mi  (1.6-km)  study  area  is  the  Robert  Cushman  Murphy  (formerly 
Peconic  River)  County  Park,  a  natural  area  that  occupies  the  river  valley  for  about  six  mi  (ten  km) 
to  the  south  and  west  ofNWIRP  Calverton.  The  park  encon^>asses  more  than  3,000  acres  (1,215 
hectares),  with  1,254  acres  (508  hectares)  in  Brookhaven  and  1,831  acres  (742  hectares)  in 
Riverhead.  Portions  of  the  park  are  devoted  to  nature  preserve  and  portions  are  available  for  a  state 
hunting  and  fishing  program.  Other  facilities  in  proximity  to  NWI^  Calverton  include  : 

•  Wildwood  State  Park,  approximatdy  722  acres  (292  hectares)  about  1.5  mi  (three 
km)  directly  north  of  the  site,  offers  322  can^^tes,  one  mi  (1 .6  km)  of  beach,  picnic 
areas,  ballfields,  and  15  mi  (24  km)-of  trails; 

•  Brookhaven  State  Park,  approximately  1,500  acres  (608  hectares),  is  a  large 
undeveloped  facility  about  one  mi  (1.6  km)  west  ofNWIRP; 

•  South  Haven  Park  is  an  in^rtant  county  recreational  facility  of  approximately  1,356 
acres  (549  hectares),  about  sk  mi  (ten  km)  to  the  southwest,  providing  for  camping, 
fishing,  canoeing,  picnicking,  activity  fields,  and  some  hunting;  and 

•  Cathedral  Pines  County  Park  is  an  active  recreational  facility  of  323  acres  (131 
hectares)  approximately  seven  mi  (1 1  km)  west  of  the  site,  providing  camping, 
picnicking,  and  activity  fields.  Prosser’ s-Cathedral  Pines  is  an  adjacent  nature 
preserve. 

A  private  recreational  &cility,  the  Swan  Lake  Golf  Club,  is  a  golf  course  of  approximately  122  acres 
(49  hectares)  located  immediately  south  ofNWIRP  Calverton  across  Swan  Pond  Road.  Another 
nearby  private  facility  is  the  300-acre  (121-hectare)  Nassau  County  Boy  Scout  facility.  Camp 
Wauwepex,  located  one  mi  (1.6  km)  north  of  the  site. 
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The  project  site  is  located  on  Long  Island  in  Suffi}lk  County,  New  York,  ^proximately  80  miles  east 
of  mid-town  Manhattan  and  over  50  miles  west  of  Montauk  Point.  R^onal  access  to  the  site  is 
provided  by  NYS  Route  495  (Long  Island  Expressway),  which  runs  east-west.  Local  roadway 
circulation  is  provided  through  several  rural  arterials  that  surround  the  site. 

Key  study  area  roadways  include: 

•  Middle  Country  Road  (Route  25)  -  This  is  the  area’s  main  roadway,  with  a 
peak  hour  one-way  volume  of  up  to  880  vehicles  within  the  study  area.  Daily 
two-way  traffic  volume  is  approximately  15,200  vehicles  per  day  (vpd). 
Middle  County  Road  is  a  two-lane  east-west  roadway  with  minimal 
development  within  the  study  area.  Pavement  widths  vary  from  30  ft  (nine 
m)  to  24  ft  (seven  m),  with  shoulders  provided.  Middle  Country  Road 
provides  access  to  the  site  west  of  Route  25A. 

•  ManorvilleAVading  River/Schukz  Road  -  This  roadway  is  a  two-lane  winding 
rural  road  Avith  varying  pavement  widths  from  24  to  36  ft  (seven  to  1 1  m). 
This  road  is  a  m^or  north-south  access  to  the  site,  providing  a  connection  to 
the  Long  Island  Expressway.  Hourly  one-way  volume  reaches  380  vehicles 
per  hour  (vph)  and  two-way  daily  volume  is  approximately  6,050  vpd. 

•  Edwards  Avenue  -  Similar  to  Manorville  Road,  this  roadway  provides  north- 
south  access  for  vehicles  coming  from  points  east  of  the  site.  Edwards  Avenue 
provides  access  from  NYS  Route  495  east  and  access  to  NYS  Route  495 
west.  Hourly  one-way  volume  reaches  385  vph  and  two-way  daily  volume  is 
approximately  9,000  vpd. 

•  William  Floyd  Parkway  (Route  46)  -  This  roadway  is  a  four-lane  limited 
access  highway.  It  serves  as  a  north-south  collector  for  vehicles  to  access  the 
study  area  via  Middle  Country  Road  from  Routes  NYS  Route  495  and  Route 
25A  Existing  peak  hour  one-way  volume  is  approximately  1,580  vph.  Two- 
way  daily  volume  approaches  32,300  vpd. 
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Traffic  Characteristics 

Traffic  data  were  collected  at  seven  locations  for  this  analysis.  Traffic  counts  were  conducted  on  a 
weekday  (May  16, 19%)  and  a  Saturday  (May  18, 19%).  The  weekday  counts  were  conducted  for 
the  am  (6:00-9:00)  and  pm  (3:00-6:00)  p^.  The  Saturday  count  was  conducted  during  the 
aftwnoon  peak  (1 1:00  am-4:00  pm).  Both  turning  movement  counts  and  vehicle  classifications  were 
obtained.  Turning  movement  counts  establish  the  edsting  volumes  of  traffic  moving  on  the  street 
network.  Vehicle  classifications  identify  the  types  of  vehicles  (i.e.,  autos,  light  trucks,  and  heavy 
trucks)  using  each  link  in  the  analysis  network.  Each  intersection  counted  was  also  inventoried  to 
identify  those  parameters  used  to  determine  the  edacity  of  the  intersection  and  its  approaches,  as 
specified  by  the  Transportation  Research  Board’s  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (HCM),  1994.  In 
a<^4ition  to  the  niamifll  counts,  seven-day  Automatic  Traffic  Recorder  (ATR)  counts  were  collected 
at  ten  locations.  Figure  3.4-1  (Traffic  Count  Locations)  provides  the  traffic  count  locations. 


Each  traffic  signal  was  inventoried  its  cycle  length,  phasing,  and  progression  characteristics. 
Geometric  conditions  of  the  intersections,  such  as  lane  group  movements,  lane  widths,  and  approach 
grades,  were  recorded.  Genwal  operating  conditions  such  as  posted  parking  regulations,  number  of 
parking  maneuvers,  bus  stops,  and  pedestrian  interference,  were  also  observed. 

A  review  of  the  count  data  indicates  typical  am  and  pm  commuter  peak  periods.  The  weekday  peak 
hours  generally  occur  between  7:30  and  8:30  am  and  4:30  and  5:30  pm.  The  Saturday  peak  occurs 
during  the  lunchtime  hour.  Overall  volumes  within  the  study  area  are  light  to  moderate.  The 
recreational  nature  of  the  region  surrounding  the  project  site  induces  higher  than  average  traffic 
volumes  during  the  summer  months.  Therefore,  to  account  for  this,  the  volumes  that  were  collected 
in  May  were  adjusted  to  get  average  annual  volumes  using  a  0.935  multiplicative  seasonality  factor. 
Next,  these  average  annual  volumes  were  adjusted  to  get  worst-case  summer  volumes  using  a  1.21 1 
multiplicative  seasonality  factor.  These  seasonality  factors  were  supplied  by  the  NYS  Department 
of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  (NYSDOT,  1996).  Capacity  analyses  were  performed  for  each 
intersection  inventoried  using  these  adjusted  summer  volumes. 

Capacity  Analysis 

The  1994  HCM  provides  a  methodology  to  determine  the  capacity  and  level  of  service  of  signalized 
and  intersections  for  each  approach,  as  well  as  the  intersection  as  a  whole.  The  capacity 

of  an  intersection  is  d^ned  as  the  maximum  rate  of  flow  that  may  pass  through  the  intersection  under 
prevailing  traffic  and  roadway  conditions.  The  quality  of  traffic  flow  through  an  intersection  is 
described  by  the  intersection’s  level  of  service  (LOS).  Level  of  service  for  signalized  intersections 
is  defined  by  the  “average  stopped  delay”  time  per  vehicle  for  various  movements  within  the 
intersection  (see  Table  3.4-1  for  the  level  of  service  criteria  expressed  in  terms  of  average  stopped 
delay).  Level  of  service  for  a  stop-controlled  intersection  is  also  based  on  an  average  delay  per 
vehicle,  which  is  computed  from  available  gaps  in  the  major  roadway  traffic  stream  (Table  3 .4-2). 
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Table  3.4-1 

Traffic  Level  of  Service  Definitions  for  Signalized  Intersections 


iilglii 

A 

Level  A  describes  operations  with  very  low  delay,  i.e.,  less  than  5.0  seconds  per 
vehicle.  This  occurs  when  progression  is  extremely  favorable  and  most  vehicles 
arrive  during  the  green  phase.  Most  vehicles  do  not  stop  at  all.  Short  cycle 
lengths  may  also  contribute  to  low  delay. 

B 

Level  B  describes  operations  with  delay  in  the  range  of  5.1  to  1 5.0  seconds  per 
vehicle.  This  generally  occurs  with  good  progression  and/or  short  cycle  lengths. 
More  vehicles  stop  than  for  LOS  A,  causing  higher  levels  of  average  delay. 

C 

Level  C  describes  operations  with  delay  in  the  range  of  15.1  to  25.0  seconds  per 
vehicle.  These  higher  delays  may  result  from  fair  progression  and/or  longer  cycle 
lengths.  Individual  cycle  failures  may  begin  to  appear  in  this  level,  although  many 
still  pass  through  the  intersection  without  stopping. 

D 

Level  D  describes  operations  with  delay  in  the  range  of  25.1  to  40.0  seconds  per 
vehicle.  At  Level  D,  the  influence  of  congestion  becomes  more  noticeable. 

Longer  delays  may  result  from  some  combination  of  unfavorable  progression, 
long  cycle  lengths,  or  high  volume/capacity  (v/c)  ratios.  Many  vehicles  stop  and 
the  proportion  of  vehicles  not  stopping  declines.  Individual  cycle  failures  are 
noticeable. 

E 

Level  E  describes  operations  with  delay  in  the  range  of  40.1  to  60.0  seconds  per 
vehicle.  This  is  considered  to  be  the  limit  of  acceptable  delay.  These  high  delay 
values  generally  indicate  poor  progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  and  high  v/c  ratios. 
Individual  cycle  failures  are  frequent  occurrences. 

F 

Level  F  describes  operations  with  delay  in  excess  of  60.0  seconds  per  vehicle. 

This  is  considered  to  be  unacceptable  to  most  drivers.  This  condition  often  occurs 
with  over  saturation,  i.e.,  when  arrival  flow  rates  exceed  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection.  It  may  also  occur  at  high  v/c  ratios  below  1 .00  with  many  individual 
cycle  failure?  Poor  progression  and  long  cycle  lengths  may  also  be  major 
contributing  causes  to  such  delay  levels. 

Source:  Transportation  Research  Board  Special  Report,  209,  Highviray  Capacity  Manual, 

1985. 
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Table  3.4-2 

Level  of  Service  Criteria  for  Stop-Controlled  Intersections 


Level  of  Senace 

.AwwMeTotal  Cteiav  (secM^) 

A 

^5 

B 

>5and^10 

C 

>10  and  ^20 

D 

>20  and^30 

E 

>30  and  ^45 

F 

>45 

Source:  Transportation  Research  Board  Special  Report,  209, 
Highway  Capacity  Manual,  1985. 

Capacity  analyses  were  performed  at  all  seven  count  locations.  Physical  inventories  of  each 
intersection  studied  are  provided  in  Figure  3.4-2  (Intersection  Diagram:  Location  1  -  4)  and  Figure 
3.4-3  (Intersection  Diagram:  Location  5  -  7).  These  inventories  provide  the  roadway  configuration 
and  existing  lane  group  utilization.  Gienerally,  with  the  exception  of  peak  periods,  the  intersections 
operate  favorably  (LOS  “B”  or  better)  with  very  few  lengthy  queues  and  delays  experienced  by 
vehicles.  The  results  of  the  edacity  analyses  for  p^  period  existing  conditions  at  the  intersections 
studied  are  provided  in  Table  3.4-3.  The  table  provides  intersection  approach  volumes, 
volume/capacity  ratios,  stopped  delay,  and  lane  group  level  of  service  for  the  am,  pm,  and  Saturday 
peak  hours.  Following  is  a  brief  description  of  each  intersection  and  its  existing  operational 
characteristics. 


Rocky  Point  Road  and  Middle  Country  Road  (Location  1)  -  This  location  is 
controlled  by  a  four-phase  traffic  signal.  This  intersection  experiences  the  heaviest 
volumes  of  all  the  study  area  intersections,  with  approach  volumes  reaching  1 1 50  vph. 
Heavy  approach  volumes  and  considerable  truck  percentages  on  Rocky  Point  Road 
result  in  operation  at  LOS  “F’  for  the  northbound  (NB)  and  southbound  (SB) 
iq>proaches  during  peak  periods.  Operation  on  the  Middle  Country  Road  approach  is 
acceptable. 

Edwards  Avenue  and  Middle  Country  Road  (Location  2)  -  This  location  is  controlled 
by  a  two-phase  traffic  signal.  Approach  volumes  are  moderate  (less  than  750  vph), 
with  acceptable  LOS  operation  during  peak  periods  except  on  the  northbound 
approach  (LOS  “F’  during  the  pm  peak). 


Affected  Environment 


3.4-4 


Transpewtation 


Intersection  Diagrams:  Locations  5-7 


Locations  5  &  6 


Location  7 


Not  to  8c«to 


O  Location  of  Stop  Sign 


Figure  3.4-3 


ROUTE  495 


Summary  of  LOS  Analysis  -  Peak  Period  Existing  Conditions 
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Disposal  and  Reuse  — 

•  North  Country  Road  and  Middle  Country  Road  (Location  3)  -  This  location  is  a  T- 
intersecdon  controlled  by  a  two-phase  traffic  signal.  North  Country  Ro^  terminates 
at  Middle  Country  Road  at  an  acute  angle  (t^proximately  120°).  Existing  flows  are 
moderate  to  Hght  Oess  than  880  vph).  Operation  is  favorable  during  aU  peak  periods. 

•  Wading  River/Manorville  Road  and  Middle  Country  Road  (Location  4)  -  This 
location  is  controlled  by  a  two-phase  traffic  signal.  Existing  peak  hour  volumes  are 
light  Oess  than  375  vph),  with  favorable  operation  during  all  peak  periods. 

•  Sdiukz  Road  and  Long  Island  EjqM-esswayeastbound(EB)  Ramp  (Location  5) -This 

location  is  a  stop-controlled  intersection  for  access  to  Schultz  Road  fi’om  the  Long 
Island  Expressway  EB.  Vdumes  are  light  with  fevorable  LOS  “A”  operation. 

•  Schultz  Road  and  Long  Island  Expressway  westbound  (WB)  Ratnp  (Location  6)  - 
Similar  to  Location  5,  this  location  is  a  stop-controlled  intersection  for  access  to 
Schultz  Road  fi-om  the  Long  Island  Expressway  WB.  Existing  volumes  are  light  with 
LOS  “A”  operation. 

.  Edwards  Avenue  and  River  Road  (Location  7)  -  This  location  is  a  stop-controlled 
intssection  with  light  traffic  volumes.  Flow  along  Edwards  Avenue  is  uninterrupted 
and  operations  are  acceptable.  Suitable  gaps  exist  for  turning  movements  onto 
Edwards  Avenue  from  River  Road  with  LOS  “B”  or  better  operation. 


3.4.2  Public  Transportation 

Although  there  are  bus  lines  that  traverse  Middle  Country  Road  (Route  25)  and  the  Long  Island 
Expressway,  these  routes  primarily  serve  recreational  travelers  to  points  east  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 
The  typical  commuter  withi”  the  study  area  does  not  utilize  public  transportation. 
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3.5  Air  Quality 

3.5.1  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

The  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA),  under  the  requirements  of  the  1970  Clean  A^ 
Act  (CAA)  as  amended  in  1977  and  1990,  estaWished  jHimaiy  and  secondary  standards  for  six  criteria 
pollutants.  These  standards  are  known  as  the  National  Ambient  Air  Qu^ty  Standards  (NAAQS) 
(Table  3.5-1).  The  primary  standards  are  intended  to  protect  the  public  health.  The  secondary 
standards  are  intend^  to  protect  the  nation's  welfare  and  account  for  air  pollutant  effects  on  soil, 
water,  visibility,  materials,  vegetation,  and  other  aspects  of  the  general  welfare.  The  NAAQS  were 
established  for  the  following  six  pollutants: 

•  Carbon  monoxide  (CO)  is  a  colorless,  odorless  gas.  The  major  source  of  CO  is  the 
incomplete  combustion  of  fuels  used  to  power  vehicles,  heat  buildings,  and  process 
raw  materials,  and  from  the  burning  of  refuse.  Carbon  monoxide  is  a  site-specific 
pollutant;  major  concentrations  are  found  near  the  source,  such  as  at  heavily 
congested  intersections.  Carbon  monoxide  is  the  most  commonly  occurring  air 
pollutant.  The  health  effect  assodated  with  CO-contaminated  air  is  reduced  transport 
of  oxygen  by  the  blood  stream,  a  consequence  of  CO  displacing  oxygen  in 
hemoglobin.  Exposures  to  very  high  levels  of  CO  are  lethal  and  exposures  to  high 
levels  for  a  short  duration  can  cause  headaches,  drowsiness,  or  loss  of  equilibrium. 

•  Sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  is  emitted  into  the  atmosphere  from  the  combustion  of  sulfur¬ 
bearing  fuels  for  space  heating  and  motor  vehicles.  The  use  of  low  sulfur  fuels  for 
space  heating  has  reduced  the  amount  of  sulfur  dioxide  emitted  from  these  sources. 
The  combustion  of  gasoline  and  diesel  fuels  in  motor  vehicles  accounts  for  a  very 
small  percent  of  the  total  sulfur  dioxides  emitted.  Respiratory  illness  and  damage  to 
the  re^iratory  tract  are  the  health  effects  associated  with  inhalation  of  sulfur  dioxide 
emissions. 

•  Nitrogen  Oxides  (NO^J  measured  as  nitrogen  dioxide.  NO2  is  a  yellowish-brown, 
highly  reactive  gas  that  is  present  in  an  urban  enwonment.  The  major  source  of  nitric 
oxide  and  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  is  fuel  combustion  in  boilers  associated  with 
electric  utilities  and  industrial  facilities.  Nitric  oxides  oxidize  in  the  atmosphere  to 
form  nitrogen  dioxide.  Nitrogen  oxides  cause  irritation  to  the  lungs,  bronchitis  and 
pneumonia,  and  lowered  resistance  to  respiratory  infections. 
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Table  3.5-1 


Federal  and  New  York  State  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


PcdkJtant 

Averagir^ 

Peri^ 

NewYork 

SiandarelB 

Federsd  S^ndaitfs 

r  FWmwy 

Secondary 

Carbon  Monoxide 

8-hour 

1-hour 

9ppm 

35  ppm 

10  mg/m® 

40  mg/m® 

10  mg/m® 
40nrtg/m® 

Ozone 

1-hour 

235  ugi^* 

235ugAn* 

235  ug/m® 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 

1-year 

lOOug/m® 

100  ug/m® 

100  ug/m® 

Lead 

3-month 

1.5  ugAn® 

1.5  ug/m® 

1 .5  ug/m® 

PaiiiculateslO 

1-year 

24-hour 

50  ug/m® 
150ug/m® 

50  ug/m® 

150  ug/m® 

50  ug/m® 

150  ug/m® 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

1-year 

24-hour 

3-hour 

80  ug/m® 

365  ug/m® 
1300  ug/m® 

80  ug/m® 

365  ug/m® 

1300  ug/m® 
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•  Ozone  (O3)  is  a  photochemical  oxidant  and  a  major  constituent  of  smog. 
Hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides  are  precursw  prdhitants  to  the  formation  of  ozone. 
Hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides  react  in  the  presence  of  sunhght  to  form  a 
photochemical  oxidant.  This  reaction  is  time-dependent  and  usually  takes  place  far 
downwind  from  the  site  where  the  contamiruints  were  originally  emitted.  Thus, 
hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides  are  reactive  contaminants  whose  impact  generally 
occurs  well  beyond  the  areas  immediate  to  the  source.  High  concentrations  of  ozone 
are  a  nuyor  health  and  environmental  conc^.  For  example,  ozone  is  a  principal 
cause  of  lung  and  eye  irritation  in  an  urban  enviroiunent. 

•  Particulate  matter  in  an  urban  environment  typically  occurs  as  a  result  of  incomplete 
fuel  combustion.  Particulate  mattor  inclw^  dust,  dirt,  soot,  »noke,  and  liquid 
droplets  directly  onitted  into  the  air  by  sources  such  as  Victories,  power  plants,  cars, 
construction  activity,  and  fires.  Diesel  fuel  compared  to  gasoline  contributes  more 
particulates  to  the  atr.D^here.  An  inhalable  particulate  is  defined  as  a  particulate  that 
is  less  than  ten  microns  (PMIO)  in  diameter.  The  major  health  effect  caused  by  the 
inhalation  of  PMIO  is  damage  to  the  respiratory  organs. 

•  Lead  (Pb)  is  a  Uuish-gray  metal,  usually  found  in  small  quantities  in  the  earth's  crust. 
The  most  significant  contributors  of  lead  emissions  to  the  atmosphere  are  gasoline 
additives,  iron  and  steel  production,  and  alkyl  lead  manufacturing.  Other  sources  of 
lead  include  combustion  of  solid  waste,  windblown  dust  from  weathering  of  lead- 
based  paint,  and  cigarette  smoke.  The  use  of  lead-free  gasoline  has  considerably 
reduced  lead  levels  in  the  urban  environment.  Exposure  to  lead  is  dangerous  for  the 
fetus  and  results  in  pre-term  birth.  Other  health  effects  are  decreased  intelligence 
quotient  (IQ)  for  infrnts  and  small  children,  increased  blood  pressure  in  middle-aged 
men,  and  brain  and  kidney  damage  in  adults  and  children. 

Suffolk  County,  New  York  State,  where  NWIRP  Calverton  is  located,  is  presently  designated  by 
USEPA  as  a  severe  nonattainment  area  (i.e.,  not  meeting  the  NAAQS)  for  ozone.  The  county  is  in 
attainment  for  the  other  criteria  pollutants. 


3.5.2  Mobile  Sources 

Local  CO  concentrations  are  estimated  through  the  use  of  computerized  mathematical  models. 
Using  the  models,  worst-case  CO  levels  are  calculated  for  the  peak  one-hour  and  eight-hour  time 
periods,  which  correspond  to  the  averaging  periods  of  the  state  and  federal  ambient  CO  standards. 

Generally,  the  CO  concentrations  that  occur  at  any  one  site  result  from  a  contribution  of  several 
emisaon  sources.  And)ient  CO  concentrations  have  two  components  -  the  local  source  contribution 
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(i.c.,  vehicles  on  the  roadway(s)  next  to  the  analysis  site)  and  background  contribution.  The  CO 
levels  due  to  local  roadway  source  contribution  are  dependent  on  trafiBc  and  operating  conditions 
such  as  vehicle  volume  and  speed. 

The  background  CO  concentration  is  a  function  of  land  use,  land  use  density,  and  transportation- 
related  activity  in  the  general  community,  as  opposed  to  the  specific  localized  sources.  Background 
CO  levels  at  the  project  ate  are  not  available.  However,  the  New  Yoric  State  Depatment  of 
Transportation  (NYSDOT)  provides  the  area-wide  applicable  CO  background  levels  for  various  years 
(NYSDOT,  1995).  The  one-hour  and  dght-hour  background  values  for  1996  are  3.6  parts  per 
million  (ppm)  and  2.45  ppm,  respectively. 

The  CO  concentration  firom  local  traffic  is  determined  in  two  steps.  First,  emissions  from  vehicle 
exhausts  are  calculated.  Assumptions  about  meteorological  conditions  are  then  used  to  calculate  the 
CO  concentrations  in  the  air.  The  composite  emission  fectors  and  idle  emission  rates  used  in  ^s 
analysis  were  obtained  from  NYSDOT,  which  provides  uniform  emission  factors  by  region 
(NYSDOT,  1993). 

Caibon  monoxide  concentrations  due  to  vdiicles  were  thai  calculated  using  the  USEPA's  CAL3QHC 
computer  dispersion  model.  The  concentrations  determined  by  the  model  are  a  function  of  mput 
parameters  such  as  wind  speed,  wind  direction,  and  atmospheric  stability  class,  "^e  impact  levels 
g«>tv»ratpd  by  the  model  wwe  multiplied  by  a  perastence  fector  of  0.70  to  obtain  the  ei^t-hour  impa^ 
concentration.  (The  parameters  used  in  this  study  are  based  on  the  recommendations  provided  in 
Guidelines  for  Modeling  Carbon  Monoxide  from  Roadway  Intersections  [USEPA,  1992]  and 
Environmental  Procedures  Manual  [NYSDOT,  1995]). 

CO  inqiacts  were  estimated  at  receptor  locations  for  seven  intersections.  The  receptor  locations  are 
shown  in  Figure  3.5-1  (Air  Modeling  Locations).  Intersections  were  chosen  bas^  upon  an  analysis 
of  vvtiere  the  maHmum  dianges  in  traffic  patterns  would  occur.  At  each  intersection  an  analysis  was 
performed  for  the  am  and  pm  peak  hours  during  the  week  as  weU  as  a  weekend  peak  hour  when 
traffic  levels  were  expected  to  be  high.  The  worst-case  conditions  during  the  week  occurred  durmg 
the  pm  peak  hour  and  are  presented  in  Table  3.5-2.  Based  on  these  results,  no  violations  of  the 
NAAQS  standards  of  35  ppm  for  the  one-hour  and  nine  ppm  for  the  eight-hour  concentration  are 
predicted.  The  impacts  predicted  for  the  weekend  are  shown  in  Table  3.5-3.  No  exceedances  of  the 
NAAQS  standards  are  predicted  for  the  weekend  conditions. 


Affected  Environment 


3.5-4 


Air  Quality 


Air  Modeling  Locations 


C  QQ 

‘S  ^ 

O  !s 

2  0 

a 

^  2 
^  it 


Scale  in  Kilometers 


Table  3.5-2 


Weekday  Existing  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 


l^aceplor 

OM44our 

ConMmirafion  Cppm> 

E|gM44ouf 
Crmeenbr^kNi  (ppm) 

Route  25  /  Mkldle  Island  Road 

9.1 

6.3 

Route  25  /  Edwards  Avenue 

72 

5.0 

Route  25  /  Route  25A 

5.9 

4.1 

Route  25  /  Wading  River  -  ManorvUle  Road 

62 

4.3 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.6 

Z2 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.4 

2.9 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.9 

3.4 

Note:  ^CO  levels  include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm 
(eight-hour). 

Values  are  for  the  pm  peak  period. 

Table  3.5-3 

Weekend  Existing  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 


Receptor 

One4lour 

EigW-htour 
Concer^tion  (ppm) 

Route  25  /  Middle  Island  Road 

9.0 

6.2 

Route  25  /  Edwards  Avenue 

6.3 

4.3 

Route  25  /  Route  25A 

5.4 

3.7 

Route  25  /  Wading  River  -  Manorville  Road 

5.7 

3.9 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.3 

2.9 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.2 

2.9 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.3 

2.9 

Note:  CO  levels  include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm 
(eight-hour). 
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3.5.3  Stationary  Sources 

The  basewide  stationary  sources  with  the  potential  to  emit  air  pollutants  were  iden^ed  at  NWIRP 
Calvertmi  (Braun,  1995).  A  review  of  the  emission  records  revealed  a  total  of  28  discrete  point  and 
furtive  sources  of  air  poUuticML  These  wnission  sources  were  operated  over  the  past  ten  years  imder 
a  permit  issued  by  the  NYSDEC.  Table  3.5-4  shows  the  source  descriptions  and  their  operational 
status.  Due  to  the  termination  of  all  painting-rdated  opoations,  only  the  steam  power  plant  and 
Anechoic  Changer  boiloa  are  currently  active;  they  are  bdng  operated  at  low  capacity  levels  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  fadlity  maintenance. 

There  is  wide  di^arity  betwecn'actual  and  potential  emissions  since  most  emission  sources  are  used 
intermittently.  Air  pollution  regulations  are  generally  based  on  potential  emissions  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  continuous  annual  use  of  equipment  (24  hours  per  day  for  365  days  or  8,760  hours 
per  year)  at  fiill  capaoty.  Table  3.5-5  ^hows  the  annual  potential  emissions  calculated  for  the  steam 
plant  replacement  boilers  (replacement  scheduled  for  1997)  and  for  the  Anechoic  Chamber  boiler. 
Table  3.5-6  shows  the  actual  historical  emissions  for  the  steam  plant  and  the  Anechoic  Chamber 
boiler  under  currait  operating  conditions.  Given  the  magnitude  of  total  potential  emission  levels  of 
SOj  and  NO„  the  existing  NWIRP  is  considered  a  major  source  under  Title  I  of  the  CAAA. 


3.5.4  Clean  Air  Act  Conformity 

The  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  (CAAA)  of  1990  expand  the  scope  and  content  of  the  Act's 
conformity  provisions  by  providing  a  more  specific  definition.  As  stipulated  in  Section  176c  of  the 
CAAA,  conformity  is  defined  as  “conformity  to  the  State  Implementation  Program's  (SIP)  purpose 
of  eliminating  or  reducing  the  severity  and  number  of  violations  of  the  NAAQS  and  acWeving 
e}q)editious  attainment  of  such  standards.”  Conformity  fiirther  requires  that  such  activities  will  not. 

(1)  Cause  or  contribute  to  any  new  violations  of  any  standards  in  any  area; 

(2)  Increase  the  frequency  or  severity  of  any  existing  violation  of  any  standards  in  any 
area;  or 

(3)  Dday  timely  attainment  of  any  standard  or  any  required  interim  emission  reductions 
or  other  milestones  in  any  area. 

The  USEPA  published  final  rules  on  general  conformity  that  apply  to  federal  actions  in  areas 
desgnated  nonattainment  fix  any  of  the  criteria  pollutants  under  the  CAA  (40  CFR  Parts  51  and  93) 
in  the  November  30,  1993  Federal  Register.  The  proposed  rules  provide  specific  de  minimus 
emission  levels  by  pollutant  to  determine  the  applicability  of  conformity  requirements  for  a  proposed 
project.  For  a  severe  ozone  nonattainment  area  such  as  the  area  in  which  NWIRP  is  located,  25  tons 
(22.7  metric  tons)  per  year  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  or  NO,  is  the  de  minimus  criterion. 
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Table  3.5-4 

Pe^m«tc^  Air  Emission  Sources  at  NWIRP  Calverton 


..  Enlist  WfM 

SoiifoaDeacilpicm 

O^pcraionatStiAos 

06011-13. 06015-16 

Paint  and  solvent  from  vwat  hanger 

Inactive 

06017-19 

Paint  and  solvent  from  east  hanger 

Inactive 

06025 

General  exhaust  from  the  paint  mixing 
and  storage  building  (bldg.  168) 

Inactive 

06060-61 

Paint  and  solvent  emissions  from  paint 
tunnel 

Inactive 

06120, 06130 

Paint  and  solvent  from  new  paint 
hanger  (bldg.  318) 

Inactive 

06161-64 

Dust  and  solvent  emissions  from  the 
paint  strip  fridlity  (bldg.  06-75) 

Removed 

00605 

Anechoic  chamber  boiler  (bldg.  284) 

Active 

06010 

Reproduction  area 

Removed 

06040 

Instrumentation  area  (bldg.  166) 

Inactive 

06041 

Passivate  tank  (bldg.  326) 

Inactive 

06070 

Band  saw  (bldg.  169) 

Inactive 

06061 

Paint  canopy  (bldg.  282) 

Inactive 

06171 

Fiberglass  shop  (bldg.  166) 

inactive 

Central  steam  plant  (bldg.  167) 

Active 

06181 

Upholstery  shop  (bldg.  166) 

Inactive 

Source:  CF  Braun,  October  1995  &  Taormina,  May  22, 1996. 
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Table  3.5-5 


Potential  Emisaions  from  Stidionary  Sources 


POitutsirfr 

Aiiniial  Potential  Emtsaidns 
^tonsperyaar^py)) 

SteamPiaat 

Solera’ 

>i^techaic 

dwmber 

Bolloi*’ 

Total 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SOj) 

130.9 

1.7 

132.6 

Nitrogen  Oxides  (NOJ 

“75.5 

^"1.1 

76.6 

Fine  Particulate  Matter  (PM^o) 

16.4 

0.1 

16.5 

Carbon  Monoxide 

30.2 

0.3 

30.5 

Volatile  Organic  Compounds  (VOCs) 

2.5 

0.0 

2.5 

Source:  ’Grumman  Corporation  letter,  November  10, 1 993 
^Supplement  F,  AP-42,  January  1995. 

^Taormina,  May22, 1996 

Table  3.5-6 

Historical  Emissions  from  Stationary  Sources 


Poliutar^ 

Historicat  Actual  Emisafena 

-  m 

Steam  Plant 
BoHchts 

1961-92^verage 

Anechoic 

Chamber 

Briers®'* 

Total 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SOj) 

120.1 

0.5 

120.6 

Nitrogen  Oxides  (NO,) 

53.6 

0.3 

53.9 

Fine  Particulate  Matter  (PM,o) 

9.8 

0.0 

9.8 

Carbon  Monoxide 

30.2 

0.1 

30.3 

Volatile  Organic  Compounds  (VOCs) 

2.5 

0.0 

2.5 

Source:  ’Grumman  Corporation  letter,  November  10, 1993 
^Supplement  F,  AP-42,  January  1995. 
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However,  the  final  rule  also  defines  a  series  of  exemptions  under  40  CFR  93. 153  (Applicability).  In 
particular,  the  general  conformity  rules  are  not  replicable  to  the  proposed  Raise  Plan  under 
Exemption  XK  in  40  CFR  Part  153(c),  which  reads: 

“Actions  (or  portions  thereof)  associated  with  transfers  of  land,  fiicilities,  title,  and 
real  properties  through  an  oiforceable  contract  or  lease  agreement  where  the  delivery 
of  the  deed  is  required  to  occur  prwiqitly  after  a  specific,  reasonable  condition  is  met, 
such  as  promptly  after  the  land  is  certified  as  meeting  the  requirements  of 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 
(CERCLA),  and  where  the  federal  agency  does  not  retain  continuing  au^rity  to 
control  emissions  associated  with  the  lands,  &cilities,  title,  or  real  properties.” 
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3.6  Noise 

3.6.1  Noise  Fundamentals  and  Methodology 


Noise  pollution  comes  from  numerous  sources.  Some  noise  is  caused  by  activities  essential  to  the 
health,  safety,  and  welfere  of  the  community’s  inhabitants,  such  as  emergenqr  vehicle  sirens,  garbage 
collection  opoations,  and  construction  and  maintenance  equipment.  Other  sources  of  noise  such  as 
traffic  and  aircraft  stem  from  the  movement  of  people  and  goods,  activities  that  are  essential  to  the 
viability  of  a  community  as  a  place  to  live  and  do  business.  Although  these  and  other  noise-producing 
activities  are  necessary  to  modem  life,  the  noise  they  produce  is  sometimes  undesirable  and  may 
detract  from  the  quality  of  the  living  enviromnent.  , — 

Ways  to  Measure  Noise 

A  numbo'  of  fectors  afreet  sound  as  it  is  perceived  by  the  human  ear.  These  include  the  actual  level 
of  the  sound  (or  noise),  the  frequencies  involved,  the  period  of  exposure  to  the  noise,  and  changes 
or  fluctuations  in  the  noise  levels  during  exposure.  Levels  of  noise  are  measured  in  units  called 
decibels  (dB).  Since  the  human  ear  cannot  perceive  aU  pitches  or  frequencies  equally  well,  these 
measures  are  adjusted  or  wdghted  to  compensate  for  the  human  lack  of  sensitivity  to  low-pitched  and 
high-  pitched  sounds.  This  adjusted  unit  is  known  as  the  A-weighted  decibel,  or  dBA.  The  A- 
wdghted  network  de-emphaazes  both  v«y  low-  and  very  high-pitchi  sound,  so  the  measured  levels 
correlate  well  with  the  human  perception  of  loudness. 

Human  re^x}nse  to  changes  in  noise  levels  depends  on  a  number  of  factors,  including  the  quality  of 
the  sound,  the  magnitude  of  the  changes,  the  time  of  day  at  which  the  changes  take  place,  whether 
the  noise  is  continuous  or  intermittent,  and  the  individual's  ability  to  perceive  the  changes.  Human 
ability  to  perceive  changes  in  noise  levels  varies  widely  with  the  individual,  as  does  response  to  the 
pCTceived  changes  Gervwally,  changes  in  noise  levels  less  than  three  dBA  will  barely  be  perceptible 
to  most  listeno^  whereas  a  t«i  dBA  change  normally  is  perceived  as  a  doubling  (or  halving)  of  noise 
levels.  These  guidelines  permit  direct  estimation  of  an  individual's  probable  perception  of  changes 
in  noise  levels. 

Since  the  dBA  noise  metric  describes  a  noise  level  at  just  one  moment,  and  very  few  noises  are 
constant,  other  ways  of  describing  noise  over  extended  periods  are  needed.  One  way  of  describing 
fluctuating  sound  is  to  describe  the  fluctuating  noise  heard  over  a  specific  time  period,  as  if  it  had 
been  a  steady,  unchanging  sound.  For  this  condition,  a  descriptor  called  the  equivalent  sound  level, 
L,,,  can  be  computed.  The  descriptor  is  the  constant  sound  level  that,  in  a  given  situation  and 
time  period  (e.g.,  one-hour  L^,  or  24-hour  L^),  conveys  the  same  sound  energy  as  the  actual  time- 
varying  sound.  Statistical  sound  level  descriptors  such  as  Lj,  L,o,  Lj^,  L90,  and  L,  are  also  sometimes 
used  to  indicate  noise  levels  Avhich  are  exceeded  1, 10,  50, 90,  and  x  percent  of  the  time,  respectively. 
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Ahemativ^,  it  is  often  usdiil  to  account  for  the  difference  in  response  of  people  in  residential  areas 
to  noises  that  occur  during  sleeping  hours  as  compared  to  waking  hours.  A  descriptor,  the  day-ni^t 
noise  level  (LJ,  is  defined  as  the  A-weighted  average  sound  level  in  decibels  during  a  24-hour  period 
with  a  ten  dB  weighting  applied  to  nighttime  sound  levels.  It  is  a  widely-used  indicator  for  such 
evaluations.  The  ten  dB  weighting  accounts  for  the  fact  that  noises  at  night  sound  louder  because 
there  are  usually  fewer  noises  occurring  at  night.  The  L^i  descriptor  has  been  proposed  by  the  US 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (USHUD),  the  USEPA,  and  other  organiations  as 
one  of  the  most  af^opriate  oiteria  for  estimating  the  degKt  of  nuisance  or  annoyance  that  increased 
noise  levds  would  cause  in  reridential  rreighborhoods. 

The  maximum  one-hour  equivalent  soimd  level  (one-hour  L^,  the  24-hour  equivalent  sound  level 
(24-hour  L^,  and' the  day-night  noise  levd  (L^iij)4r8ve'becn  sdecterias  the  noise  descriptors  to  be 
used  in  the  noise  impact  analysis  of  this  project.  Maximum  one-hour  equivalent  sound  levels  were 
used  to  provide  an  indication  of  highest  expected  sound  levels. 


3.6.2  Noise  Standards  and  Criteria 

There  are  a  number  of  standards  and  guidelines  adopted  by  federal  agencies  and  Town  of  Riverhead 
for  assesMng  noise  inqjacts  that  are  reviewed  in  this  EIS.  These  regulations  and  standards  are  useful 
to  review  in  that  they  provide  both  a  characterization  of  the  quality  of  the  existing  noise  environment 
as  well  as  a  measure  of  project-induced  impacts. 

Federal  Highway  Administration  (23  CFR  772) 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  noise  regulations  require  that  a  noise  analysis 
conducted  for  all  highway  projects  (FHWA,  1974).  These  standards  contain  noise  ^atement  criteria 
that  the  FHWA  considers  to  be  the  acceptable  limits  for  noise  levels  for  exterior  land  uses  and 
outdoor  activities  and  for  certain  interior  uses  (Table  3.6-1).  The  FHWA  noise  abatement  criteria 
lists  developed  land  use  types  as  Categories  A,  B,  C,  or  E.  In  this  EIS,  Category  B,  wWch  includes 
residences,  schools  and  churches,  would  represent  most  of  the  sensitive  receptors  that  lie  in  proxiinity 
to  the  proposed  project.  Future  noise  levds  are  predicted  to  evaluate  the  extent  of  impact  in  relation 
to  the  noise  abatement  criteria.  If  these  criteria  are  exceeded,  or  if  there  is  a  substantial  increase  above 
the  existing  noise  level,  abatement  or  mitigation  measures  are  considered.  Such  measures  are  to  be 
implemented  for  all  project  alternatives. 

USHUD  Environmental  Criteria  and  Standards 

USHUD  has  adopted  environmental  standards,  criteria,  and  guidelines  for  determining  ^eptability 
of  federally-assisted  projects  and  has  proposed  mitigation  measures  to  ensure  that  activities  assisted 
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Table  3.6-1 

FHWA  Noise  Abatement  Criteria 


Descriploh  fli  At^vily  C^tegmy 

A 

57  (exterior) 

■ 

Land  for  which  serenity  and  quiet  are  of  extraordinary 
significance  and  serve  an  important  public  need  and 
where  the  preservation  of  those  qualities  is  essential  if 
the  area  is  to  continue  to  serve  its  intended  purpose. 

B 

67  (exterior) 

70  (exterior) 

Picnic  areas,  recreation  areas,  playgrounds,  active 
sports  areas,  parks,  residences,  motels,  hotels, 
schools,  churches,  libraries,  and  hospitals. 

C 

72  (exterior) 

75  (exterior) 

Developed  lands,  properties  or  activities  not  included  in 
Categories  A  or  B  above. 

D 

_ 

_ 

Undeveloped  lands. 

E 

52  (interior) 

55  Cinterior) 

Residences,  motels,  hotels,  public  meeting  rooms, 
schools,  churches,  libraries,  hospitals,  and 
auditoriums. 

Note:  The  arxJ  L^o  designations  represent  hourly  A-weighted  sound  levels  expressed  in  decibels 
(dBA).  Either  L,o(h)  or  L^(h)  (but  not  both)  may  be  used  on  a  project. 


Source:  US  Department  of  Transportation,  FHWA,  1974. 


Table  3.6-2 

HUD  Site  Acceptebility  Standards 


NcfeeZone 

Day/Night  Sound  Level  (1^,) 

Acceptable 

Not  exceeding  65  dB 

Normally  Unacceptable 

Above  65  dB  but  not  exceeding  75  dB 

Unacceptable 

Above  75  dB 

Source:  24  CFR  Part  51 . 
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by  USHUD  will  achieve  the  goal  of  a  suitable  living  environment.  These  guideline  values  are  strictly 
advisory. 

USHUD  as«stance  for  the  construction  of  new  noise-senative  land  uses  is  g^rally  prohibited  for 
projects  with  Unacceptable  noise  exposure  and  is  discourag^  for  projects  with  NormaUy 
Unacceptable  (as  defined  in  Table  3.6-2)  noise  exposure  with  suitable  mitigating  measures.  Tms 
policy  ^lies  to  all  USHUD  programs  for  residential  houang,  coUege  housing,  mobile  home  parks, 
nursing  homes,  and  hospitals.  It  also  applies  to  USHUD  projeas  for  land  development,  new 
communities,  redevelopment,  or  any  other  provision  of  fiicilities  and  services  that  is  directed  toward 
making  land  available  for  housing  or  noise-sensitive  development. 

Sites  foiling  within  the  Normally  Unacceptable  zone  require  implementation  of  additional  sound 
attenuation  or  reduction  or  other  mitigation  measures:  five  dB  if  the  L*.  is  greater  than  65  ®  out 
does  not  exceed  70  dB  and  ten  dB  if  the  L*,  is  greater  than  70  dB  but  does  not  exceed  75  dB.  If  the 
L*,  exceeds  75  dB,  the  site  is  considered  Unacceptable  for  residential  use. 

USHUD  encourages  noise  attenuation  features  in  new  construction  or  in  alterations  of  existing 
structures.  The  USHUD-mandated  or  recommended  design  mitigation  measures  to  eliminate  or 
minimize  Unacceptable  or  NormaUy  Unacceptable  levels,  respectively,  include  weU-se^ed  double- 
^azed  windows,  forced  air  ventilation  systems  (which  permit  windows  to  remain  closed  in  summer), 
and  acoustic  shielding  and  insulation. 

Town  of  Riverhead  Permissible  Noise  Levels 

The  Town  of  Riverhead  has  adopted  specific  noise  control  standards  and  provides  the  maximum 
permissible  noise  levels  by  receiving  property  (Table  3.6-3)  in  order  to  protect  the  local  community 
fi'om  potential  noise  impact. 

The  sound  source  defined  in  the  town  code  is  based  on  various  categories  of  property  such  as 
residential,  commercial,  or  industrial  property.  The  same  categories  are  used  to  define  different  sound 
receiving  properties.  The  town  will  not  allow  or  permit  the  operation  of  any  source  of  sound  on  a 
particular  category  of  property  or  public  land  or  right-of-way  in  a  manner  ^  to  create  a  sound  level 
that  exceeds  the  maximum  permisable  sound  pressure  levels  measured  within  the  reviving  property. 
However,  a  variance  to  the  town  noise  code  could  be  applied  on  case-by-case  basis,  ^d  the  Town 
Board  could  grant  or  deny  the  application  through  certain  procedures,  including  public  hearing. 
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Table  3.6-3 


Maximum  Permissible  A-Weighted  Pressure  Levels  (dB^  by  Recerving  Property  Category 

at  Town  of  Rivertiead 


Sound  Source 

ReceMnoProi 

petty  Catogmy 

1 

Residentiat 

Commerce 

faidustiiat 

7«it>Spm 

6pin>-7«m 

Alltimes 

JW6mee 

Apartment  within  mutticIwelHng 
buikJing 

65 

50 

65 

75 

Residential 

65 

50 

65 

75 

Commercial  or  public  lands  or 
rights-of-way 

65 

50 

65 

75 

Industrial 

65 

50 

65 

75 

Source:  Riverhead  Town  Code,  February  25, 1992. 

3.6.3  Noise  Monitoring 

A  noise  measurement  survey  was  conducted  in  the  study  area.  Receptors  were  selected  based  on 
nmse  sensitivity,  such  as  residaitial  and  open  ^ace  use.  All  receptors  were  adjacent  to  streets  where 
there  could  be  increases  in  traffic  due  to  implementation  of  the  proposed  project.  The  key  receptor 
locations  that  could  experience  noise  impacts  as  a  result  of  traffic  increases  are  those  residences  along 
the  perimeter  roads  of  the  project  area. 

Six  monitoring  locations  were  selected  to  provide  measures  of  the  existing  noise  levels  (Figure  3.6-1, 
Noise  Monitoring  Locations).  A  sampling  measurement  program  for  weekdays  and  Saturdays  was 
conducted  at  Sites  1  through  6  during  four  time  periods  on  June  1,  5,  6,  and  8,  1996.  Measurements 
were  taken  five  ft  (1 .5  m)  from  the  existing  building  walls  of  the  receptor  locations.  Microphone 
height  for  all  receptors  was  eight  ft  (2.4  m)  above  ground  level. 

Site  1  Along  the  eastern  aid  of  the  project  site,  there  are  several  residences  and  a  couple  of 

commacial  properties  between  Fresh  Pond  Avenue  and  Parker  Road.  The  monitor 
was  located  on  the  south  side  of  Route  25  at  the  Calverton  property  line.  The 
receptor  was  set  back  approximately  60  ft  (1 8  m)  from  the  centaline  of  the  roadway. 
Route  25  is  a  two-lane  road  wth  one  lane  in  each  direction.  There  is  no  on-street 
parking. 


Affected  Envinxunent 


3.6-5 


Noise 


Disposal  and  Reuse 


Site  2  Along  Route  25  at  the  western  end  of  the  project  site,  the  Wading  River  Motel  is 

located  east  of  Kay  Road.  The  closest  hotel  room  is  approximately  125  ft  (37.5  m) 
fi^om  the  center  line  of  Route  25  where  the  monitor  was  placed. 

Site  3  There  are  two  homes  located  on  the  east  side  of  Wading  River  Road  between 

Grumman  Boulevard  and  Route  25.  These  homes  are  adjacent  to  the  Pine  Barrens 
Cme  Area.  Mancwr  Road  is  a  two-lane  road  with  one  lane  of  traflSc  in  each  direction. 
There  is  no  rfioulder  or  street  parking.  The  microphone  was  located  ^proximately 
75  ft  (22.7  m)  from  the  centerline  of  the  road. 

Site  4  This  recq)tor  is  adjacoit  to  the  entrance  to  Swan  Lake  Golf  Course,  across  from  the 

entrance  to  the  project  ate  on  Grumman  Boulevard.  There  wwe  no  receptors  on 
Grumman  Boulevard  between  the  entrance  and  Wading  River  Manor  Road. 
Grumman  Boulevard  is  one  lane  of  traffic  in  each  direction  with  no  parking.  The 
microphone  was  located  approximately  50  ft  (15  m)  from  the  centerline  of  the  road. 

Site  5  Grumman  Boulevard  turns  into  River  Road  just  east  of  the  project  property  line. 

There  are  a  number  of  residential  receptors  on  River  Road.  These  receptors  are 
located  between  Edwards  Avwiue  and  the  existing  entrance  onto  the  property.  River 
Road  is  a  rural  road  with  one  lane  of  traffic  in  each  direction.  The  microphone  was 
located  at  residential  house  #312,  approximately  60  ft  (18  m)  from  the  center  line  on 
the  north  side  of  the  road. 

Site  6  Edwards  Averuie  carries  traffic  from  the  Long  Island  Expressway  to  Route  25.  This 

is  a  two-lane  road  with  one  lane  in  each  direction.  There  is  no  parking  on  the  road. 
The  microphone  was  located  at  460  Edwards  Avenue  between  Route  25  and  River 
Road.  The  receptor  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  street  and  is  approximately  70 
ft  (21  m)  from  the  center  line  of  the  road. 

Measurements  at  each  sampling  location  were  made  on  the  A-scale  (dBA)  for  a  sampling  period  of 
30  minutes.  A  wind  screen  was  used  to  minimize  wnnd  noise  across  the  face  of  the  microphone.  The 
data  were  digitally  recorded  by  the  noise  analj^zer  and  displayed  at  the  end  of  the  measurement 
period. 


3.6.4  Existing  Noise  Levels 

The  one-hour  equivalent  noise  levels  (one-hour  L*^  measured  at  Sites  1  through  6  for  weekday  and 
Saturday  are  presented  in  Tables  3.6-4  and  3.6-5.  At  all  measurement  locations,  the  predominant 
source  of  noise  is  vehicular  traffic.  The  measured  noise  levels  are  common  for  residential  areas, 
reflecting  the  level  of  vehicular  traffic  present.  While  not  directly  applicable,  the  USHUD,  FHWA, 
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Figure  3.6-1 
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Table  3.6-4 

Existing  Sound  Levels  -  Weekdays  Sites  1  through  6 


Tima  period 

One-Hour  L.,  in  rffiA 

SItel 

Site2 

sues  ! 

mo4 

Sites 

Site6 

AM  Peak  (7 -8  am) 

66 

68 

63 

62 

63 

67 

Midday  (10am  -  2pm) 

65 

65 

61 

60 

59 

65 

PM  Peak  (5-7  pm) 

68 

66 

64 

61 

61 

68 

Pre-Mklnight  (9pm-12  am) 

60 

61 

59 

57 

56 

61 

24-Hour  L«, 

64 

64 

iQm 

60 

59 

65 

U 

66 

67 

63 

62 

62 

67 

Table  3.6-5 

Ensting  Sound  Levels  -  Saturdays  Sites  1  through  6 


TintePeriod 

One-Hour  Lm,  in  dBA 

Sitel 

Site  2 

Sites 

Sfte4 

Sites 

llllllll 

Ste6 

AM  Peak  (7-9  am) 

64 

64 

62 

61 

61 

66 

Midday  (10am  -  2pm) 

61 

64 

59 

60 

60 

65 

PM  Peak  (5-7  pm) 

65 

65 

61 

59 

62 

65 

Pre-Midnight  (9pm-12  am) 

60 

60 

58 

56 

57 

60 

24-Hour  U, 

62 

63 

59 

58 

59 

64 

Ldn 

65 

66 

63 

62 

63 

66 
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and  Town  of  Riveiiiead  noise  aiteria  provide  a  useful  yardstick  by  which  to  assess  the  existing  noise 
environment  in  the  study  area: 

•  The  USHUD  criterion  for  residential  land  use  is  exceeded  when  the  exceeds  65 
dBA.  Based  cm  existing  nc^  levels,  the  L^,  =  65  is  exceeded  at  Sites  1, 2,  and  6  for 
both  weekdays  and  Saturdays. 

•  The  FHWA  criterion  for  Activity  Category  B  land  uses  (residential,  parkland, 
ho^tals,  etc.)  is  67  dBA  Existing  noise  levels  exceed  the  FHWA  criteria  at  Site  1 
during  the  pm  hour  weekdays,  Site  2  during  the  am  hour  weekdays,  and  Site  6  during 
the  pm  hour  weekdays.  There  are  no  exceedances  on  Saturdays.  These  sites  are 
adjacoit  to  heavUy-travded streets  thatexperknce  large  traffic  volume.  At  the  other 
three  sites,  the  existing  noise  levels  do  not  exceed  the  FHWA  criteria,  however,  the 
measured  ambient  levels  at  all  receptors  reflect  typical  levels  for  suburban  areas. 

•  The  Riverhead  Town  Code  criteria  for  residential  land  use  is  exceeded  when  the  Lj, 
exceeds  65  dBA  during  daytime  (7  am  to  8  pm)  and  50  dBA  during  nighttiine  (8  pm 
to  7  am).  Based  on  existing  noise  levels,  the  =  65  dBA  is  exceeded  at  Sites  1, 2, 
and  6  during  daytime  hours  for  weekdays  and  Saturdays,  and  =  50  dBA  is 
exceeded  at  all  sites  during  nighttime  hours  for  weekdays  and  Saturdays. 
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3.7  Infrastructure 
3.7.1  Water  Supply 
NWIRP  CalvertOB 

GrcHindwater  saves  as  the  source  of  drinldng  wata-  for  the  population  residing  within  a  four-mi  (six- 
km)  radius  of  the  site  (NUS,  1995).  Private  wells,  wells  at  NWIRP  Calverton  (described  below),  at 
Brookhavai  National  Lab,  and  two  municipal  water  systems  (Riverhead  Water  District  [RWD]  and 
Suffolk  County  Water  Authority  [SCWA])  supply  the  drinking  water  needs  of  the  area. 


Kstorically,  all  tiie  potable  and  process  water  needs  of  NWIRP  Calverton  were  supplied  via  three 
wells  located  on  ate,  near  the  coitral  area  within  the  fence  (Figure  3.7-1,  Infrastructure).  Permitting 
and  use  data  on  these  wells  is  displayed  in  Table  3.7-1.  A  description  of  groundwater  resources  in 
the  NWIRP  Calverton  area  is  provided  in  Subchapter  3.10. 

Table  3.7-1 

Water  Supply  -  NWIRP  Calverton 


Permtt  license 

Permit  Number/Plant 
Number 

WeM  Depth 
feet  (meters) 

General  Conditions 

Groundwater 

Pumping 

Well  No.  S-1 0639/No.  1 

Well  No.  S-49605/No.  2 

Well  NO.S-3S110/NO.3 

146  (45) 
140(43) 

147  (45) 

At  each  well  total  pumpage  cannot 
exceed  1 ,000  gallons/minute  (or 
1.44mgd).  Total  pumpage  for 
entire  site  cannot  exceed  1 .97mgd 
or  720  mgy. 

Source:  HR&A,  1996;  NUS  Corporation,  1995. 

The  three  on-site  wells  were  completed  in  the  upper  glacial  aquifer.  Well  No.  2  was  removed  from 
savice  in  Decaid)er  1989  and  Wdl  No.  3  was  removed  from  service  in  April  1991  because  of  volatile 
organic  contamination  (US  Navy,  1986  and  Smith,  1991).  Grumman  added  a  carbon  filtration  unit 
to  treat  all  water  prior  to  use.  Because  the  three  production  weUs  were  alternately  run  through  the 
treatment  systan,  they  are  considered  to  be  back  in  service  and  capable  of  providing  water  that  meets 
the  federal  MCLs  for  VOCs.All  three  wells  are  considered  back  in  service  and  are  capable  of 
providing  water  that  meets  the  federal  MCLs  for  VOCs. 

Municipal  Water  Systems 

The  RWD  and  the  SCWA  are  the  two  municipal  water  purveyors  with  wells  located  in  a  four-mi  (six- 
km)  radius  of  NWIRP  Calverton  (NUS  Corporation  [NUS],  1995). 
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RWD  services  about  5,700  customers  (22,500  readents)  from  mne  groundwater  wells.  Two  of  the 
nine  wells  are  within  a  four-mi  (six-km)  radius  of  the  site.  These  two  wells  were  completed  in  the 
deeper  Magothy  Formation  at  depths  of 780  ft  (238  m)  and  490  ft  (149  m).  It  has  been  estimated  that 
the  portion  of  the  population  served  from  by  RWD  within  the  four-mi  (6-km)  radius  is  approximately 
2,096  (Pendzick;  1991a;  Riverhead  Water  District,  1990).  RWD  is  presently  expanding  its  service 
toritoiy  immediately  north  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  north  of  Middle  Country  Road  (NYS  Route  25). 

From  its  seven  groundwater  wells,  SCWA  serves  5,243  customers  (12,000  residmts).  Two  of  its 
wdls  are  located  within  a  four-im  (six-km)  radius  of  NWIRP  Calverton;  the  appor^ned  population 
served  by  SCWA  within  the  four-mi  (six-km)  radius  is  estimated  to  be  2,763  readents  (Andersen, 
1991).  These  SCWA  wdls  are  located  in  the  uppa  gja<^  aquifer  at  depths  of  144  ft  (44  m)  and  146 
ft  (45  m).  SCWA  recently  started  an  expansbn  iirto  existing  devdo|Mn«it  surrounding  Lake 
Panamoka,  situated  between  one  and  two  mi  (two  and  three  km)  west  of  the  site.  SCWA  also  plans 
to  expand  into  the  area  north  of  Brookhaven  National  Lab,  south  of  Middle  Country  Road  (NYS 
Route  25),  and  west  of  \Yilliam  Flo}  J  Parkway  (NUS,  1995). 


3.7.2  Sewage  System 

Storm  Drainage 

Stoimwater  runoff  from  NWIRP  Calverton  is  collected  by  a  gravity  storm  sewer  system  comprised 
of  rdnforced  conaete  pipes  with  diameters  ranging  from  12  to  54  inches  (in)  (30  to  137  centimeters 
[cm]).  The  overall  system  consists  of  ten  individual  subsystems;  the  most  extensive  subsystem 
discharges  the  runoff  into  McKay  Lake  at  the  plant  entrance  near  Swan  Pond/Grumman  Boulevard. 
Runoff  from  the  other  subsystems  is  discharged  through  a  series  of  on-site  swales.  The  rtormwater 
drainage  system  was  constructed  in  the  1950s  and  is  approaching  the  end  of  its  design  life  of  50  to 
60  years  (HR&A,  1996).  Table  3.7-2  provides  data  on  the  existing  stormwater  permit  for  NWIRP 

Calverton. 

Sanitary  Sewer 

Sanitary  sewage  from  on-site  faciUties  is  collected  by  the  gravity  sewage  drainage  system  and 
delivered  to  the  on-ate  Calvaton  sewage  treatment  plant  (STP)  (Figure  3.7  -1).  The  samtaiy  sewer 
system  is  made  of  asbestos  cement  gravity  sewers  with  diameters  ran^ng  from  six  to  ten  in  (15  to 
25  cm).  The  system  was  constructed  in  the  1950s.  There  are  two  sanitary  sewage  lift  pumping 
stations  on  the  site. 
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Table  3.7-2 


Stormwater  Dischargee  -  NWIRP  Calverton 


jPnnfiiyQcmtMr 

Permiljccmefr 

NtKitber 

Date  Granted  or 

RwtewettfEtqairaiDn 

Date 

Gmteraf  Condftiorat 

Stormwater 

Discharges 

General  Permit 
(GP)-93-05 

Aug.l,  1993/Aug.1, 
1998 

R^uirements  for  preparation  of 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  plans, 
monftoring,  and  reporting  requirements 

Source:  HR«A.  1996;  NUS  Corporation,  1995. 

The  primary  components  of  the  STP  include; 

•  Collection  system  with  lift  stations; 

•  Gravity  interceptor; 

•  Comminutor  with  bypass; 

•  Influent  pumping  station  flow  equalization  tank; 

•  Aeration  tank; 

•  Two  settling  tanks; 

•  Return  sludge  system; 

•  Chlorine  contact  tank; 

•  Two  aerated  sludge  holding  tanks; 

•  Control  building;  and 

•  Retention  pond  (McKay  Lake). 

When  NWIRP  Calverton  was  fully  operational,  influent  to  the  STP  consisted  of  sanitary  waste  from 
various  buildings  (including  degreased  liquid  wastes  from  cafeterias),  steam  generation  plant  blow¬ 
down,  and  the  discharge  from  the  ir^ustiial  waste  treatment  frcility  (IWTF).  The  IWTF  is  a  s+^+e-of- 
the-art  fedlity  that  contains  five  6,000-gallon  (22,710-liter)  batch  treatment  tanks,  holding  tanks,  and 
equipment  designed  to  handle  waste  associated  with  the  chemical  stripping  of  ^craft  finishes  in 
preparation  for  painting  Constructed  in  1970,  the  rated  design  capacity  of  the  STP  is  62,000  gallons 
per  day  (gpd)  (234,700  liters  per  day).  It  utilizes  primary  sedimentation  and  secondary  activated- 
sludge  process  with  ectoxled  ao'ation  as  its  treatment  method.  The  treated  and  chlorinated  effluent 
from  the  sewage  treatment  plant  is  discharged  into  McKay  Lake.  Acting  as  a  retention  pond,  McKay 
Lake  rdeases  overflow  along  a  natural  water  course,  ultiinately  altering  the  Peconic  River  (US  Navy, 
1994).  The  primary  and  secondary  sludge  produced  during  treatment  is  collected  into  holding  tanks 
for  thickening;  the  supernatant  from  the  sludge  tanks  is  returned  to  the  treatment  plant;  the  sludge 
is  transported  to  a  local  treatment  plant  for  processing. 
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The  STP  discharge  is  regulated  under  the  New  York  State  PoUutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NYSPDES),  the  state-wide  program  regulating  all  surface  water  ^scharges.  Relevant  permitting 
data  is  presented  in  Table  3.7-3. 


Table  3.7-3 


SPDES  Permte  -  NWIRP  Calveiton 


PermkliomM 

DataOrmtador 

RmewedBqsirallon 

<3eneml  Conditions 

NYSPDES 

#025453 

Feb.  1, 1995/Feb.  1, 
2000  ' 

Outfalls  to  McKav  Lake 

CHoie  rOHUlaiu 

Discharge 

Elimination 

System 

001  -  Process  &  Sanitary  Wastewater 

002  -  Non-Contact  Cooling  Water 

003  -  Non-Contact  Cooling  Water 
Outfalls  to  Groundwater 

004  -  Non-Contact  Cooling  Water 

005  -  Non-Contact  Cooling  Water 

008  to  023  -  Sanitary  Wastewater 
Surface  discharge  ^ndards  for  BOD, 
heavy  metals,  conform,  solids,  volatile 
organics;  reporting  requirements  for 
flow  and  total  nitrogen. 

Source:  HR&A,  1 

996;  NUS  Corporation,  1995. 

The  STP  was  operated  by  an  outade  vendor.  Historical  monitoring  data  show  two  minor  violations 
of  the  SPDES  permit  that  wwe  of  slwrt  duration.  Presently,  there  are  no  major  operational  problems 
at  the  treatment  plant  (HR&A,  1996). 


3.7.3  Other  UtiUty  Systems 

Electric 

When  NWIRP  Calveiton  was  operational,  electrical  service  was  provided  by  the  Power  Authority, 
State  of  New  York  (PASNY);  however,  since  being  idled  and  because  of  the  reduced  demand  and 
personnel,  power  use  fell  below  required  contract  levels.  Presently,  incoming  electrical  service  is 
provided  by  the  Long  Island  Lighting  Company  (LILCO)  via  a  69  kilovolt  (kV)  s\ritching  station 
located  south  of  the  site  along  Connecticut  Avenue  and  the  Long  Island  Railroad.  The  swtching 
station  is  suppUed  by  oveihead  69  kV  transmission  lines  from  Brookhaven  and  Riverhead.  LILCO’s 
switching  station  supplies  power  to  the  “Connecticut  Avenue”  substation  of  NWIRP  Calveiton 
located  adjacent  to  the  LILCO  station.  The  Connecticut  Avenue  Substation  supplies  69  kV  power 
to  the  main  69  kV  substation  on  she  via  a  69  kV  overhead  distribution  line  (Figure  3.7-1).  The  mam 
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substation  transforms  the  incoming  69  kV  distribution  line  voltage  to  13.8  kV  voltage  for  use  and 
distribution  on  site  (HR&A,  1996). 

Primary  electrical  distribution  is  accomplished  via  15  kV  feeders  from  the  main  substation  that  feed 
a  set  of  locally  mourned  stq>-down  transformers.  The  caWes  are  installed  in  underground  duct  ba^. 
There  is  a  limited  number  of  overhead  pole  lines  on  ^e  that  are  also  used  for  primary  distribution. 
Secondary  dectrk^  distribution  consists  primarily  of  pad-mounted  transformers  located  adjacent  to 
the  respective  buildings. 

Some  buildings  are  equipped  \wth  locally-mcHinted  emergency  generators  that  can  provide  limited 
power  in  the  event  of  a  power  Mure. 

Gas 

NWIRP  Calverton  has  no  on-site  natural  gas  piping.  The  use  of  a  small  diameter  line  to  Bldg.  6  for 
the  kitchen  was  discontinued  and  the  line  shut  off. 

Steam  Distribution 

The  main  buildings  of  NWIRP  Calverton  are  supplied  by  steam  with  condensate  return  from  the 
steam  plant  (Figure  3.7-1).  The  24,000-sq-ft  (2,230-sq-m)  steam  plant  was  construct^  in  1953. 
From  1954  to  1971  the  facility  used  coal  as  a  source  of  foel;  in  1972,  the  plant  was  modified  to  use 
only  #4  and  #6  fuel  oil  (CF  Braun,  1995)  The  steam  plant  is  capable  of  providing  heat  to  90  per  cent 
ofNWIRP  fikcilities  ^^fastrogjocomo,  1995).  Presently,  the  steam  plant  is  undergoing  a  major  boiler 
replacement  vwth  an  estimated  completion  date  of  mid- 1997.  The  steam  distribution  system  and  the 
condensate  return  system  are  underground  direct  piping. 
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3.8  Cultural  Resources 

The  Navy  performed  an  intensive  levd  historic  resources  survQ^  and  a  Phase  lA  archaeological  survey 
(TAMS  Consultants,  1996)  in  compliance  with  Sections  106  and  110  of  the  National  Kstoric 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  of  1966,  as  amended.  Executive  Order  11593,  Protection  and 
Enhancement  of  the  Cultural  Environment,  OPNAVINST  5090.  IB,  Environmental  and  Natural 
Resources  Program  Manual',  and  NEPA  These  laws  and  regulations  require  that  cultural  resources 
nv»firing  the  fJigihility  criteria  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  places  be  identified  and  evaluated. 
Therefore,  the  objectives  of  the  intoisive  levd  historic  resources  survey  were  to  establish  the  historic 
context  of  NWIRP  Calverton  and  to  evaluate  each  building  and  structure  with  re^rect  to  National 
Register  criteria.  The  objectives  of  the  Phase  lA  archaeological  survey  were  to  determine  the 
pres^ice  OT  absence  of  intact  archaeolo^cal  resources'and  to  develop  appropriate  recommendations 
for  future  studies,  if  necessary. 


3.8.1  Overview  of  Prehistoric  and  Historic  Periods 

Prehistoric  Periods 

The  prehistoric  occupation  of  Long  Island  and  the  northeastern  United  States  represented  in  this  area 
exte^s  for  over  10,000  years.  The  many  Native  American  occupations  for  which  remains  have  been 
collected  and  analyzed  in  this  region  have  been  broken  down  into  four  major  cultural  periods:  Paleo- 
Indian  Period;  Archaic  (Early,  Middle,  and  Late)  Period;  Woodland  (Early,  Middle,  and  Late)  Period; 
and  Historic  Period. 

•  Paleo-Indian  Period  -  The  Paleo-Indian  period  followed  the  retreat  of  the  Wisconsin 
Glacier  approximately  14,000  yesus  ago.  This  led  to  the  emergence  of  a  cold,  dry 
tundra  environment.  The  earliest  human  occupation  dating  to  this  period  is  generally 
represented  by  limited  small  surface  finds  and  limited  manifestations  such  as  that 
recovered  fi-om  the  Port  Mobile  Site  in  Staten  Island  where  projectile  points 
(hagnostic  of  this  cultural  period  were  recovered.  The  highly  mobile  nomadic  bands 
of  this  period  specialized  in  hunting  large  game  animals  such  as  mammoth,  moose-elk, 
bison,  and  caribou,  and  gathering  plant  foods.  It  has  been  theorized  that  the  end  of 
the  Paleo-Indian  Period  arose  from  the  failure  of  over-specialized,  big-game  hunting. 

•  Archaic  Period  -  In  the  Archaic  period  a  change  to  a  more  generalized  subsistence 
strategy  with  increased  importance  placed  on  gathering  a  wider  variety  of  plant  and 
animal  fix)ds  occurred.  The  environment  during  the  Early  Archaic  (10,000  to  8,000 
years  before  present  [BP])  displayed  a  milder  climate  and  the  gradual  emergence  of 
a  deciduous-coniferous  forest  with  a  smaller  carrying  capacity  for  the  large  game 
animals  of  the  previous  period.  The  large  Pleistocene  fauna  of  the  previous  period 
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were  gradually  replaced  by  modem  q)edes  such  as  dk,  moose,  bear,  beaver,  and  deer. 
New  species  of  plant  material  suitable  for  human  consumption  also  became  abundant. 
The  increasing  diversification  of  utilized  food  sources  is  further  demonstrated  by  a 
more  complex  tool  kit. 

The  Middle  Archaic  period  (8000-6000  BP)  is  characterized  by  a  moister  and  warmer 
climate  and  the  emergence  of  an  oak-hickory  forest.  The  settlement  pattern  durmg 
this  period  displays  specialized  sites  and  increasing  cultural  complexity.  The 
exploitation  of  the  diverse  range  of  animal  and  plant  resources  continued  with  an 
iiKrAncing  in^rtance  of  aquatic  resources  such  as  mollusks  and  fish. 

The  Late  Archaic  period  (6000-370aBP)  was  a  time  of  cultural  flourishing  in  Long 
Island.  The  Wading  River  complex,  which  dates  fi-om  this  period,  has  b^n  the 
subject  of  extensive  investigation.  The  Wading  River  salt  marsh,  fi'om  which  the 
complex  was  named,  is  located  only  a  few  miles  northwest  of  NWIRP  Calyerton.  The 
most  commonly  identified  artifact  of  the  Wading  River  complex  is  the  thick 
percussion-flaked  point  that  has  a  long  narrow  blade,  poorly  defined  shoulders,  and 
an  essentially  straight  stem. 

This  time  period  demonstrates  a  seasonally-based  subsistence  pattern  with  a  greatly 
expanded  population  base.  The  Terminal  Archaic  (3700-1700  BP)  is  defined  as  a 
technologically  transitional  stage  fi'om  the  pre-ceramic  Late  Archaic  period  to  the 
Early  Woodland  period. 

Woodland  Period  -  The  Woodland  period  (3000  BP-European  Contact)  is  generally 
divided  into  Early,  Middle,  and  Late  Woodland  on  the  basis  of  cultural  materials  and 
settlonait-subastence  patterns.  The  Early  Woodland  was  a  continuation  of  the  tool 
design  traditions  of  the  Late  Archaic;  it  marked  a  transitionary  period  in  which  the 
production  and  use  of  ceramics  began.  Settlement  pattern  data  suggest  that  the 
broad-based  strategies  of  earlier  periods  continued  ^th  a  possibly  more  extensive  use 
of  coastal  resources.  This  point  must  be  qualified  ance  the  larger  shell  middens  of  the 
Woodland  Period  could  simply  be  representing  their  greater  preservation.  The 
gradually  rising  sea  level  around  Long  Idand  was  likely  re^nsible  for  the  destruction 
of  many  earlier  coastal  shell  middens. 

The  Early  and  Middle  Woodland  periods  display  significant  evidence  of  a  change  in 
settlement  patterns  toward  a  more  sedentary  lifestyle.  The  discovery  of  large  storage 
pits  and  larger  sites  in  general  has  fueled  this  theory.  Some  horticulture  may  have 
been  utilized  at  this  point  but  not  to  the  extent  that  it  was  in  the  Late  Woodland 

period. 
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During  the  Late  Woodland  period,  food  items  such  as  maize,  beans,  and  squash  were 
raised  through  a  specialize  agricultural  system.  This  radically  different  settlement 
pattern  was  accompanied  by  further  changes  in  settlement  patterns,  social 
organization,  long  distance  trade  networirs,  and  an  overall  increase  in  population 
denrities. 

•  Historic  Period,  1609  - 1952  -  Recorded  local  history  begins  in  1609,  with  Henry 
Hudson’s  exploration  of  the  New  York  area.  The  first  English  colonists  settled  in 
Suffolk  County  in  1639,  including  the  Town  of  Southold,  which  was  a  religious 
community.  The  western  portion  of  Southold  eventually  became  the  town  of 
Riverhead.  In  1792,  Rivoii^  officially  formed  as  an  indep«ident  town. 

Suffolk  County  was  mostly  agricultural  fi’om  the  time  of  its  settlement  until  the  mid- 
20th  century.  In  the  18th  century,  fishing  and  whaling  were  also  practiced  along  the 
coastal  areas  as  well  as  lumber  production  and  cattle  raising  inland.  The  British 
occupied  the  county  for  seven  years  following  the  Battle  of  Long  Island  (1776)  and 
used  it  as  a  supply  station  for  British  naval  forces.  Woodcutting  and  cranberries 
became  major  iiKlustries  in  Suffolk  County  during  the  19th  century.  The  majority  of 
cranberry  bogs  were  in  the  NWIRP  Calverton  area  -  Calverton,  Riverhead,  and 
Manorville.  Cranberry  production  thrived  until  the  mid-20th  century,  with  one  active 
bog  remaining  until  1974.  Additional  agricultural  activities  included  duck  farming 
beginning  in  the  late  19th  century  and,  for  a  brief  time  during  the  1920s,  a  pickle 
factory  operated  right  near  NWIRP  Calverton. 

A  series  of  maps  reviewed  for  this  report  show  information  about  topography  and 
changes  in  tte  landscape  and  property  ownership.  The  earliest  cartographic  evidence 
of  settled  land  near  NWIRP  Calverton  is  fi-om  a  circa  1675  map  showing  “Wading 
R[ivCT]  Farm*'  ”  A  map  from  1731  shows  another  farm  structure  called  “Land  Mark 
Hills.”  By  1802,  several  small  farms  and  roads  appear  in  the  area,  including  Old 
Country  Road  which  borders  the  northern  fence  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  A  few  roads 
and  structures  rq)pear  within  NWIRP  Calverton  on  other  early  19th  century  maps,  but 
they  do  not  appear  in  successive,  less  detailed  maps. 
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A  map  from  1858  is  the  first  to  list  landowners  within  NWIRP  Calverton  and  the 
roads  shown  are  those  borderii^  the  ate  today.  The  construction  of  the  Long  Island 
Railroad  in  the  mid-19th  century  contributed  to  the  further  development  of  Suffolk 
County.  Althoufiji  it  remained  rural  into  the  20th  caitury,  the  coastal  areas  were  built 
up  as  resorts  and,  after  World  War  it  the  population  grew  quickly  and  agriculture 
declined.  Maps  from  1878  to  1944  show  sparse  settlement  in  the  area. 

The  major  landowners  within  NWIRP  Calverton  were  the  Davis  Family,  who  came 
to  settle  in  the  area  from  Boston  in  1655,  once  owning  3,250  acres  (1315  hectares); 
Joseph  Raynor,  one  of  Riverhead’s  47  original  settlers,  owning  sevCTal  farms;  and 
William  Wells,  who  owned  several  farms  in  the  area  and  whose  family  held  several 
key  positions  in  the  Town  of  Riverhead.  The  JohrrH.  Wells  Cemetery  exists  at  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  site,  just  beyond  the  main  eastern  runway.  Tlwre  were 
^ipprnximately  50  frrm  and  resdential  structures  within  NWIRP  Calverton,  including 
an  estate  owned  by  the  Woolworth  family,  when  it  was  purchased  by  the  Navy  in 
1952. 

Grumman  Era  at  Calverton,  1952  -  1996 

NWIRP  Calverton  was  purchased  by  the  US  Navy  in  1952,  built  during  1953,  and  leased  in  1954  to 
the  Grumman  Corporation  for  the  final  assembly  and  flight  testing  of  jet  aircraft.  The  construction 
of  Government-Owned  Contractor-Operated  (GOCO)  facilities  began  during  World  War  U  to  meet 
a  shortfiill  in  production  and  were  later  built  for  the  Korean  and  Vietnam  Wars  to  meet  new  research, 
development,  and  production  needs.  NWIRP  Calverton  was  built  at  the  beginning  of  the  jet  age  in 
aircraft  history  in  response  to  the  production  needs  of  the  Korean  War. 

Founded  in  1929,  Grumman  was  the  primary  producer  of  the  Navy’s  carrier-based  aircraft  for  over 
60  years.  Among  the  company’s  most  significant  arcraft  were  the  F4F  Wildcat  and  F6F  Hellcat  in 
World  War  n,  the  F9F-5  Panther  and  F9F-6  Cougar  in  Korea,  and,  in  the  last  two  decades  of  the 
Cold  War  (1946-1989),  the  A-6  Intrader,  EA-6B  Prowler,  E-2C  Hawkeye,  and  the  celebrat^  F-14 
Tomcat.  Grumman  was  the  first  airframe  manufacturer  in  the  country  to  receive  the  Navy  “E”  for 
excellence,  and  continued  to  receive  high  honors  throughout  its  production  history. 

The  impetus  for  the  construction  of  NWIRP  Calverton  was  the  lack  of  production  and  runway  space 
at  Grumman  headquarters  in  Bethpage,  New  York,  during  the  Korean  War.  With  a  World  War  11 
peak  employment  of 25,527,  Grumman  was  a  major  force  in  the  suburbanization  of  Nassau  County. 
The  land  surrounding  the  Bethpage  plant  was  fiilly  devdoped  by  1951  and  the  Navy  looked  eastward 
to  more  rural  Suffolk  County  for  a  site  within  proximity  of  Bethpage  large  enough  to  accommodate 
Grumman’s  space  needs,  including  a  10,000-ft  (3,048-m)  runway,  while  causing  a  minimum  of  noise 
and  safety  risks  to  neighboring  residents. 
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The  NWIRP  Calverton  site  was  built  on  3,000  acres  (1,214  hectares)  leased  to  Grumman.  Another 
3,000  acres  (1,214  hectares)  were  acquired  by  the  Navy  in  1960,  after  a  lengthy  conflict  with  the 
surrounding  communities,  for  the  extension  of  buffer  zones  beyond  the  runways.  The  large  size  of 
NWIRP  CalvCTton  was  intended  to  meet  possible  expanaon  needs  in  case  of  wartime  mobilization. 

The  two  runways  at  NWIRP  Calverton  are  10,000  ft  (3,048  m)  and  7,000  ft  (2,134  m)  long.  The 
original  group  of  buildings  contained  over  600,000  sq  ft  (55,740  sq  m)  of  space,  including  a  large 
production  facility  (Plant  6),  testing  hangars  (Plant  7),  and  five  support  facilities  including  a  steam 
plant,  paint  shc^,  and  warehouse.  Built  of  innovative  precast  concrete  panels  upon  wide-span  steel 
flames,  the  structures  were  fest  and  cost-effective  to  ccmstiuct.  They  were  designed  by  the  prominent 
New  York  City  architecture  firm  of  Walker  and  Poor  with  Sedye,  Stevenson,  Value  &  Knecht  as 
consulting  en^neers. 

Additional  fecilities  were  built  to  meet  evolving  needs  in  aircraft  testing  and  production  as  GrunmiM 
increaitingly  focused  upon  aircraft  electronics  (a\donics)  and  advanced  methods  of  airborne  electronic 
warfere  (EW)  technology.  In  the  late  1950s,  in  response  to  the  escalating  arms  race  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  ^>ace  flight  and  mistile  technology  began  to  eclipse  jets  in  the  defense  budget  for  research  and 
development.  Until  the  late  1960s,  Grumman  turned  its  attention  to  these  programs  while  improving 
the  development  of  avionics  for  aircraft. 

The  Anechoic  Chamba-,  a  hangar  designed  for  the  testing  of  electromagnetic  waves  of  aircraft  radar 
systems,  was  built  in  1%8  by  tlie  Navy  at  NWIRP  Calverton  as  a  prototype,  and  was  at  that  time  the 
largest  of  its  kind  (able  to  house  an  aitire  aircraft)  in  the  “flee”  world.  Along  with  the  chamber,  other 
facilities,  including  Plant  8,  the  Systems  Integration  Test  Station  (in  Plant  7,  now  dismantled),  and 
the  Electronic  Warflire  Test  Range  (now  demolished),  were  built  to  develop  and  test  the  computers, 
electronics,  and  radar  detection  and  jamming  capabilities  of  the  aircraft.  In  Plant  6,  an  “assembly 
trestle”  was  installed,  nrarkedly  improving  the  production  time  for  aircraft. 

The  1980s  brought  a  new  wave  of  construction  to  NWIRP  Calverton  to  meet  the  space  needs  of  the 
growing  wcxk  force  and  laboratory  &cilites  used  in  the  development  and  testing  of  the  F-14  Tomcat 
as  well  as  the  various  EW  aircraft.  Among  these  new  buildings  were  the  AWSACS  (Air  Warning 
Support  and  Control  Systems)  Development  Building,  used  for  flight  test  evaluation  and  testing  (now 
demolished);  the  A-6  Laboratory  and  Penthouse  Building,  with  activities  similar  to  AWSACS  as  well 
as  a  “black  area”  (i.e.,  top  secret)  laboratory  (now  demolished);  the  A-6  Office  Building;  and  the 
Aircraft  Development  Support  Building  (ADSB)  and  hangars.  These  new  buildings  brought  the  total 
space  at  NWIRP  Calverton  to  more  than  one  million  sq  ft  (92,900  sq  m). 

Grumman  was  one  of  Long  Island’s  largest  employers,  and  its  impact  upon  the  rural  community  of 
Riveihead  was  ^t  throughout  its  presence  at  NWIRP  Calverton.  When  the  land  was  first  acquired 
in  1952  and  the  buffer  zone  added  in  1960,  there  were  serious  objections  from  the  surrounding 
communities.  Despite  NWIRP  Calverton’s  status  as  a  government-owned  property,  Grumman  agreed 
to  pay  real  estate  taxes  to  the  community.  On  several  occasions,  the  site  has  been  proposed  by  local 
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and  state  authorities  as  a  commercial  jetport,  which  at  one  point  ended  in  Grumman’s  threat  to  leave 
the  region. 


The  Grumman  workforce  artively  participated  in  community  life.  The  corfwration  promoted  m 
informal  familial  environment  that  stressed  teamwork,  mnovaUon,  and  high^uahty  work.  The 
con^  newspaper.  Grummm  Plane  News,  regularly  reported  upon  the  s^  hfe 
of  Grumman  employees.  The  annual  femily  picnics  at  Calverton  were  attended  by  oyer  25,0W  people 
and  the  picnic  grounds  at  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site  had  several  attractions,  mcludmg  an 
authentic  1930s  hand-carved  carousel. 


The  economic  recession  that  began  in  1989,  coupled  with  the  decline  of  defense  production  after 
conclusion  of  the  Gold  War,  had  a  visible  impact  upon  the  local  economy  .  Grunaman  w«  acquir^ 
by  the  Northrop  Corporation  on  May  18,  1994  and.  as  a  result  of  the  completion  of 
major  F-14  Tomcat  contract  in  1992  and  delivery  of  the  last  E-2C  Hawkeyes  m  1995,  NWIRP 
Calverton  closed  on  Febraary  15, 1996. 


3.8.2  Intensive  Level  Historic  Resources  Survey 

A  prognim  of  documentary  research  was  conducted  on  the  histoiy  of  NWIRP  Calverton  and  the 
ge^  histoiy  of  naval  aviation  during  the  Cold  War  in  order  to  place  the  facihty  in  m  appropi^ 
totoric  context.  Sources  used  in  preparation  of  the  historic  period  overview  and  hiMonc  eonte« 
included  local  Mstorie^  contemporary  periodicals,  administrative  records  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  and 
historic  maps.  Repositories  consulted  included: 


•  Engineering  Societies’  Library,  New  York  Public  Library ,  NY, 

•  Gmmman  History  Center,  Bethpage,  Long  Island,  NY ; 

•  Sterling  Memorial  Library,  Yale  University,  New  Haven,  CT;  .  . 

•  Avery  Memorial  Architectural  Library,  Butler  Library,  Columbia  Umversity,  NY; 

•  Naval  Historical  Center,  Washington  Navy  Yard; 

•  National  Air  and  Space  Museum,  Smithsonian  Institution; 

•  National  Archives  Main  Branch,  Washington,  D.C.; 

•  Northrop  Grumman  Public  Affairs  Office,  Bethpage,  Long  Island,  NY ; 

•  National  Archives  and  Records  Administration,  Regional  Archives;  and 

•  Historian’ s  Office,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  Arlington,  Virgima. 


A  review  of  the  National  Register  files  at  the  Office  of  Parks  Recreation  and  Kstoric  Pre^rvation 
in  People’s  Island,  New  York  in  January  1996  showed  that  no  architectural  or  archaeologies  culturS 
resources  within  the  NWIRP  CSverton  property  boundaries  are  listed  m  the  national  or  state 
registers.  Likewise,  no  culturS  resources  determined  eligible  but  not  yet  listed  m  the  registers  are 
located  within  NWIRP  CSverton. 
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Although  NWIRP  Calverton  is  less  than  50  years  old,  the  site  was  identified  as  potentially  historic 
in  a  town-wide  survey  conducted  in  1977  by  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  Long  Island 
Antiquities.  The  form  is  outdated,  vague,  and  historically  incorrect  and  contains  no  assessment  of 
significance.  Although  the  New  York  State  Kstoric  Presentation  Office  (SHPO)  has  had  the  survey 
in  their  files  for  almost  20  years,  the  conclu»ons  have  not  yet  been  revised. 

Upon  completion  of  documentary  research,  a  vdiicular  and  pedestrian  field  study  was  conducted. 
Along  with  the  background  research,  the  purpose  of  this  field  study  was  to  permit  assessment  of  the 
potential  significance  of  historical  resources.  A  Cultural  Resource  Form  K  was  completed  for  each 
building  or  structure  that  appeared  potartially  to  meet  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Criteria  for 
Evaluation  (36  CFR  60.4).  Table  3.8-1  idaitifies  the  rdevant  measures  for  assessing  historic 
significance.  Birildir^  less  than  50  years  old  are  craisideed  indigible  unless  considered  exceptionally 

significant  (36CFR  60.4[g]).  The  research  and  field  examinations  indicated  that  certain  structures 
and  buildings  at  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be  considered  exceptionally  significant  under  two  areas  of 
significance  used  by  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places:  Military  and  Engineering.  The 
recommended  contexts  for  the  properties  are;  (1)  the  development  of  naval  aviation;  and  (2) 
electronic  warfare  during  the  last  25  years  of  the  Cold  War  (1965-1989). 

Each  building  or  structure  at  NWIRP  Calverton  was  then  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  whether  it 
possessed;  (1)  physical  or  associative  characteristics  significantly  related  to  the  historic  contexts 
(above);  .and  (2)  a  sufficient  degree  of  historic  integrity  as  defined  by  the  National  Park  Service 
guidelines  (Table  3.8-2)  to  be  an  exceptional  representative  of  its  property  type.  Buildings  or 
structures  that  did  not  meet  these  requirements  were  recommended  as  not  eligible. 

Three  NWIRP  buildings  individually  ^pear  to  possess  the  requisite  historic  importance  necessary  to 
be  eligible  for  listing  under  Criteria  A  and  C  (Table  3.8-1)  for  their  exceptional  significance  in  relation 
to  the  development  of  naval  air  power  during  the  Cold  War; 

•  The  Anedwic  Chamber  (Bldg  284),  used  to  test  for  electromagnetic  emissions,  was 
the  largest  of  its  kind  when  built; 

•  Plant  6  was  a  facility  used  for  the  final  assembly  of  wreraft,  most  notably  the  F-14 
Tomcat;  and 

•  Plant  7  was  a  facility  designed  for  the  development  and  testing  of  experimental  and 
(M-oduction  aircraft  (e.g.,  F-14),  the  testing  and  development  of  the  EA-6B  Intruder, 
the  EF-1 1  IB,  and  other  electronic  warfare  aircraft. 

The  locations  of  these  buildings  appear  in  Figure  3.8-1  (Eligible  Structures  at  NWTRP  Calverton). 
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Following  the  evaluation  of  individual  budding  eUgibility,  an  assessment  was  made  regarding  the 
potential  for  a  historic  district  at  NWIRP  Calverton.  According  to  National  Park  Service  guidelines, 
a  district  must  possess  “a  significant  concentration,  linkage  cm-  continuity  or  ates,  buildings,  or  objects 
histatically  cm-  aesthetically  by  frfan  cm-  jAysical  development  (USDOI,  1991).”  As  noted  in  the 
historic  overview,  all  of  the  buUdmgs  at  NWIRP  Calverton  were  constructed  within  the  last  50  years 
and  most  of  them  are  unexcqitional  buildings  whose  role  was  not  crucial  to  the  conduct  of  the  Cold 

War. 

Although  these  buildings  are  united  historically  by  plan  and  physical  development,  they  should  not 
be  considered  eligible  for  the  National  Register  because,  as  simple  ancillary  and  production  buildings, 
they  fail  to  meet  the  standards  for  exceptional  significance. 

In  accordance  vrith  the  NHPA,  the  Navy  has  requested  the  concurrence  of  the  NYSHPO  with  the 
above  findings  of  eligibility  and  non-eligibility. 


3.8.3  Phase  lA  Archaeological  Survey 

A  review  of  the  files  of  the  New  York  State  Museum  (NYSM)  and  the  New  York  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office/Office  of  Parks  Recreation  and  Historic  Preservation  (OPRHP)  in  Albany 
revealed  that  24  sites  lie  within  the  general  vicinity  of  the  NWIRP  Calverton. 

There  are  ten  historical  sites  listed  with  the  New  York  State  Preservation  Office  withm  one  im  (1 .6 
km)  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  There  was  no  information  on  file  regarding  historical  sites  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  project  site  or  the  three  buffer  areas.  Informant  interviews  also  indicated  that 
aiti&cts  maHft  of  "white  stone"  (iwesumably  quartz)  had  been  found  around  the  north  shore  of  Twin 
Pond  and  a  "road  cut"  east  of  McKay  Lake.  Both  of  these  areas  were  later  investigated  through 
subsurface  Documentaiy  analysis  also  indicated  that  over  the  course  of  the  last  two  centuries, 

there  were  once  numerous  farmhouses  and  outbuildings  at  NWIRP  Calverton. 

To  identify  the  potential  for  intact  archaeological  resources  at  NWIRP,  a  field  survey,  supplemented 
by  selective  shovel  testing,  was  conducted.  In  order  to  maximize  the  effectiveness  of  the  shovel 
testing,  excavation  efforts  were  concentrated  in  areas  of  high  sensitivity.  These  areas  were  initially 
delineated  using  a  sensitivity  model  developed  for  the  Long  Island  Pine  Barrens  by  Keimeth 
Lightfoot.  Flat  or  slightly  sloping  areas  near  modem  or  ancient  water  were  considered  of  higher 
sensitivity  than  steep  sloped  areas  or  areas  that  were  more  than  328  ft  (100  m)  distant  ftoni  water 
sources  (TAMS  1996).  Uang  this  nKxld,  ^proximately  300  acres  (121  hectares)  were  identified  as 
potentially  highly  archaeologically  sensitive,  while  the  remaining  2,700  acres  (1,093  ha^es)  were 
identified  as  potentially  low  to  moderately  sensitive  (Figure  3.8-2;  Prehistoric  Sensitivity  Areas). 
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Table  3.8-1 


Criteria  for  Historic  Significance 


The  quality  of  significance  In  American  hfetory,  architecture,  archaeology,  engineering,  and  witore 
is  present  in  distncts,  sites,  biikftigs,  structures,  and  objects  that  possess  integrity  of  location,  design, 
setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  and  association  and: 


A.  that  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  our  history;  or 

B.  that  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significarri  in  our  past;  or 

C.  that  embody  the  dfetindive  characteristics  of  a  type,  peikxl,  or  method  of  construction,  or  that 

represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that  repre^nt  a 
significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction;  or 

D.  that  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  in  prehistory  or  history. 


36  CFR  60.4,  Part  H 


Ordinarily  cemeteries,  birthplaces,  or  graves  of  historical  figures,  properties  owned  by  religious 
institutions  or  used  for  religious  [lurposes,  structures  that  have  been  moved  from  their  original 
locations,  reconstructed  historic  buildings,  properties  primarily  commemorative  in  nature,  arid 
property  that  have  achieved  significance  within  the  passt  50  years  shall  not  be  considered  eligible 
for  the  National  Register.  However,  such  properties  will  qualify  if  they  are  integral  parts  of  districts 
that  do  meet  the  criteria  or  if  they  fall  within  the  following  categories: 

A.  a  religious  property  deriving  primary  significance  from  architectural  or  artistic  distinction  or 
historical  importance;  or 

B.  a  building  or  structure  removed  from  its  original  location  but  which  is  significant  primarily  for 
architci^rai  value,  or  which  is  ttie  surviving  structure  most  importantly  associated  with  a 
historic  person  or  event;  or 

C.  a  birthplace  or  grave  of  a  historical  figure  of  outstanding  importance  if  there  is  no  appropriate 
site  or  building  directly  associated  with  his  productive  life;  or 

D.  a  cemetery  which  derives  its  primary  significance  from  graves  or  persons  of  transcendent 
importance,  from  age,  from  distinctive  design  features,  or  from  association  with  historic 
events;  or 

E.  a  reconstructed  building  when  accurately  executed  in  a  suitable  environment  and  presented 
in  a  dignified  manner  as  part  of  a  restoration  master  plan,  and  when  no  other  building  or 
structure  with  the  same  association  has  survived;  or 

F.  a  property  primarily  commemorative  in  intent  if  design,  age,  tradition,  or  symboiic  value  has 
Invested  it  with  its  own  exceptional  significance;  or 

G.  a  property  achieving  significance  within  the  past  50  years  if  it  is  of  exceptional  importance. 
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Table  3.8-2 


Integrity  Aspects  Defined 


Aspect  of  integiiiy  .  ^ 

Proper^  Athibutes 

Location 

Must  not  have  been  moved. 

Design 

Must  retain  historic  elements  that  create  the 
form,  plan,  space,  structure,  and  style  of  the 
property. 

Setting 

Setting  must  retain  Hs  historic  character. 

Workmanship 

Methods  of  construction  from  Hs  time  of 
significance  must  be  evident. 

Materials 

Must  retain  the  key  exterior  materials  dating 
from  the  period  of  its  historic  significance. 

Feeling 

Phvsical  features  must  convey  Hs  historic 
character. 

Association 

Must  be  the  actual  place  where  a  historic  event 
or  activity  occurred  and  must  be  sufficiently 
intact  to  convey  that  relationship  to  an 
observer. 

Source:  US  Department  of  the  Interior  1991: 44-45. 

To  further  refine  the  assessment  of  archaeological  sensitivity,  376  shovel  test  pits  (STP)  were 
excavated  in  areas  of  high  potential  sensitivity,  while  356  STP  were  excavated  in  areas  of  predicted 
low  to  moderate  sensitivity  more  than  328  ft  (100  m)  from  freshwater  sources.  The  356  STP 
excavated  in  areas  of  potentially  low  to  moderate  sensitivity  yielded  only  one  resource,  while  375 
artifrcts  wwe  recovered  in  the  areas  of  predicted  high  swiativity.  These  materials  consisted  primarily 
of  lithic  dd)it  age  (stone  debris)  resulting  from  the  manufacture  and  processing  of  stone  tools.  In 
addition,  dght  projectile  points,  four  tools,  one  core,  two  pieces  of  fire-cracked  rock,  and  two  pieces 
of  prehistoric  pottery  were  recovered.  One  historic  resource,  a  20th  century  foundation,  was  also 
encountered. 

Initial  analysis  of  these  artifacts  revealed  that  the  prehistoric  activity  responsible  for  their  deposition 
dates  from  the  Archaic  (8000  to  4000  BP)  and  Woodland  Periods  (30(W  to  500  BP).  Further 
laboratory  analyas  found  that  in  the  areas  around  freshwater  resources,  prehistoric  activity  was  quite 
varied.  It  appeared  to  be  transient,  and  consisted  primarily  of  hunting,  foraging,  cooking,  and  tool 
manufacture  and  repair  (TAMS,  1996). 

Based  on  the  field  survey,  documentary  analysis,  and  the  laboratory  analysis  of  the  recover^ 
artifacts,  five  areas  within  the  fence  at  NWIRP  Calverton  were  identified  as  areas  of  high  potential 
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for  fitiHing  prehistoric  resources.  Located  adjacent  to  water  sources,  these  areas  are  identified  on 
Figure  3.8-2.  Areas  along  Swan  Pond  Road,  including  the  Wells  Cemetery,  two  areas  along  Middle 
Country  Road,  and  one  area  northeast  of  the  main  runway  were  also  identified  as  possessing  high 
potential  for  finding  historic  resources.  These  locations  are  identified  in  Figure  3.8-3  (Historic 
Sensitivity  Map  of  NWIRP  Calverton).  The  industrial  and  runway  portions  of  NWIRP  Calverton 
were  identified  as  too  disturbed  to  be  likely  to  yield  any  archaeolo^cal  resources.  The  remaining 
areas  were  shown  as  being  of  low  to  medium  sensitivity  archaeologically.  Undisturbed  areas  where 
the  slope  of  the  land  is  less  than  ten  piercent  were  identified  as  being  of  medium  sensitivity  and  are 
identified  in  Figure  3.8-3. 

In  areas  of  high  and  moderate  archaeological  sensitivity  who’e  reuse  development  is  planned,  a  Phase 
IB  survey  should  be  poformed  befOTe  aiQr  devdc^xnent  occurs.  In  areas  of  historic  sensitivity  where 
development  is  planned,  a  more  detailed  primary  documentary  research  eflfort  should  also  be 
performed  concurrent  with  future  development  planning.  If  the  documentary  information  indicates 
that  fiirtho-  excavation  is  warranted,  then  a  Phase  IB  archaeological  survey  should  be  performed  in 
these  areas. 

In  accordance  with  the  NHPA,  the  Navy  has  requested  the  concurrence  of  the  NYSHPO  with  the 
above  findings  of  archaeological  sensitivity. 
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3.9  Topography,  Geology,  and  Soils 

3.9.1  Topography 

Most  of  NWIRP  Calverton  occupies  a  relatively  flat,  intermorainal  area  between  the  Harbor  Hill  rad 
mcmiine  to  the  north  and  the  Ronlconkoma  terminal  mmatne  to  the  south.  The  landsc^  surrounding 
the  site  is  mostly  broad  fiirm  Adds,  inter^)ersed  large  forested  areas.  The  torain  is  a  relatively 

flat,  broad,  gla^  outwash  plain  sloping  to  the  south. 

The  area  to  the  west  and  south  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  dominated  by  the  Peconic  Wver,  its  tributary 
streams,  and  numo’ous  associated  ponds  and  wetlands.  The  la^  south  of  the  river  is  a  minor 
escarpment,  with  irregular  hills  and^rough  terrain^  fljrested  ridge  lines  dominate  and  provide  a  large 
area  of  natural  habitat,  one  of  the  last  on  Long  Island. 

The  land  of  NWIRP  Calverton  generally  slopes  fi’om  the  north  to  the  south,  with  the  lowest  area 
along  the  Peconic  River.  Elevations  gradually  fall  from  about  100  ft  (30  m)  above  mean  sea  level 
(msl)  in  the  northeast  buffer  zone  to  a  low  of  about  30  ft  (9  m)  above  msl  along  the  Peconic  River 
^ya^  and  GaflSiey,  1989).  South  of  the  Peconic  River,  in  the  southeast  buffer  zone,  elevations  rise 
to  over  300  ft  (91  m)  ^ve  msl  at  peaks  in  the  steep,  morainic  area  south  of  the  Long  Island 
Expressway  (USGS,  1956  and  1967). 

The  fenced-in  area  of  the  ate  where  the  reuse  plan  would  be  imidemented  is  gently  sloping;  elevations 
range  from  approximately  39  ft  (12  m)  to  84  ft  (26  m)  above  msl  (USGS,  1%7).  Slopes  are  generally 
under  six  percent  within  the  fenced  area,  and  the  north  and  southwest  buffer  zones,  except  where 
dissected  by  drainage  swales  (USD A,  1975).  Some  slopes  to  the  south  of  the  Long  Island 
Expressway,  within  the  southeast  buffer  zone,  approach  35  percent. 


3.9.2  Geology 

NWIRP  Calverton  is  located  in  the  Atlantic  Coastal  Plain  Phyaographic  Province.  The  land  was 
created  or  altered  by  the  activity  of  four  major  glacial  stages.  The  youngest  glacial  event,  the 
Wisconsin,  produced  Long  Island  Sound  and  most  of  the  current  topographic  features  of  Suffolk 
County  (USDA,  1975).  Most  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  north  of  Swan  Pond/River  Road,  is  an  outwash 
plain;  south  of  this  road  are  the  remnants  of  the  Ronkonkoma  moraine  (Myers  and  Gaffney,  1989). 

Approximately  1,300  ft  (396  m)  of  unconsolidated  sediments  underlie  NWIRP  Calverton.  The 
sfdimfntR  conrist  of  fouT  distinct  geological  units.  Listed  in  order  of  increasing  depth,  these  units  are 
described  as  follows  (McClymonds  and  Franke,  1972): 
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S  till  »d  out»«l.  tteposits.  Tl«  till  gwerdly  co.^a 
Sistratified  sediments.  The  outwssh  deposits  consist  chiefly  of  well-sorted  an 

Stratified  sand  and  gravd; 

.  Magothy  Folimnioo  is  approxiinately  520  ft  (158  m)  thick  and  consists  chiefly  of 
Stratified,  fine  to  coarse  sand  and  gravd; 

.  Raritan  CUy  Member  of  the  Raritan  Formation  is  approximately  170  ft  (52  m)  thick 

and  consists  of  clay  and  rilty  clay; 

Lloyd  Sand  Member  of  the  Raritan  Focmation  is  approximately  400  ft  (122  m)  thick 
and  consists  chiefly  of  fine  to  coarse  sand  and  gravel. 

Ciystallinet^diocl,  consisting  of  schist,  gneiss.  «Ki  granite. 

beneath  NWIRPCahrwton.  The  r^onal  dip  is  to  the  south  and  southeast  (McCym 

1972). 

A  soil  boring  and  sampling  program  fi>r  parts  of  NWKP  Caivctton's  fenced-in  mm  was 

as  part  of  the  Installation  Restoration  Program  to  investigate  and  cl^iy  1^  i®/'®  ®  -noeri  from 

SiZ^p^  was  done  ftn  the  buffer  zones  (NUS.  1995).  The  depths  of  ft«  ^ni^ 

•  O')  ft  n  » trt  7  below  surface  level.  Analyses  of  the  bonngs  mdicated  that  much  ot  me 

;^^«Sfl»e  to  coarL  sediments  ofprobable 

and  water-based)  origin.  Three  distinct  Uthofacies  were  encountered  and  mclude  (NU  , 

•  Upper  lithofacies  consist  predominantly  of  silty,  fine-gramed  sMd  with  va^g 
am^ts  of  peat  and  clay,  representing  a  mixture  of  soil,  fill,  and  glacial  deposits. 

Middle  Uthofacic:.  consist  of  predominantly  fine-grained  sand  with 

of  medium  to  coarse-grained  sand,  and  pebbles,  probably  representing  undisturbed 

glacial  deposits;  and 

•  Lower  lithofacies  consist  of  micaceous,  silty  clay. 


3.9.3  Soils 

NWIRP  Odverton  lies  within  two  soU  associations;  the  Haven-RivMhead  ^ch  ^ra 

north  of  the  Swan  Pondmiver  Road,  mkI  the  Plymouth-Carver  as^ianon. 

^  *1.  PfrKa.  roa/i  rTT<inA  1975'!  Anoroximately  three-quarters  of  the  fenced-m  area  and  the 


Affected  Enviroomeat 


3.9-2 


Topog«?)hy 


NWIRP  Calverton 


fenced-in  area  and  the  southwest  and  southeast  buffer  zones  fall  within  the  Plymouth-Carver 
association. 

Haven-Riveriicad  Association 

The  Haven-Riveriiead  associatkm  soils  are  deep,  neariy  levei  to  gently  sloping,  well-drained,  medium- 
textured,  and  moderately  coarse  textured  soils  that  occur  on  putwash  plains  (USDA  1975).  The 
assodation  is  nearly  level  and  has  short  gentle  slopes  along  shallow  drainageways.  Some  areas  are 
pitted  by  steep-sided  kettle  holes.  Slopes  range  from  one  to  12  percent.  Haven  soils  make  up  about 
40  percent  of  the  association  aixl  Rivediead  soils  make  iq)  about  30  percent;  minor  soils  comprise  the 
remaining  30  percent.  Haven  and  Riverhead  soils  are  together  across  most  landforms;  however, 
Haven  soils  are  most  extensive  at  ^ghtly  high^  elevations  and  at  greater  distances  from  the 
drainageways.  The  characteristics  of  Haven  and  Riverhead  soils  are  (USDA,  1975): 

•  Haven  soils  are  deep,  well-drained,  and  medium-textured.  Their  surface  layer  is  loam 
and  their  subsoil  is  loam  or  silt  loam.  The  substratum  is  sand  and  gravel.  Depth  to 
the  substratum  ranges  from  about  18  to  36  in  (45  to  91  cm). 

•  Riverhead  soils  are  deep,  wdl-drained  and  moderately  coarse-textured.  Their  surface 
layer  and  subsoil  are  sandy  loam.  In  many  places,  however,  the  lower  part  of  the 
^bsoil  is  loamy  sand.  The  substratum  is  sand  and  gravel.  Depth  to  the  substratum 
ranges  from  about  22  to  36  in  (56  to  91  cm). 

Riverhead  and  Haven  are  productive  soils  and  are  used  extensively  for  agriculture  and  development; 
most  areas  of  this  association  have  been  cleared  (USDA,  1975).  These  soils  have  moderate  to  high 
available  moisture  edacities.  From  the  Brookhaven-Riverhead  town  line  eastward,  the  soils  in  this 
association  make  up  the  largest  area  of  farmland  in  the  county,  and  they  are  used  extensively  for 
potatoes  and  other  vegetables. 

Because  of  its  good  drainage  and  the  ease  of  excavation,  this  association  has  excellent  potential  for 
housing  developments  and  similar  uses.  In  places  where  the  soils  have  a  high  water  table  or  have 
steep  slopes,  however,  limitations  are  more  severe  for  most  non-farm  uses.  The  soils  are  strongly 
acid  and  highly  erodible.  Long  bare  slopes  as  flat  as  two  percent  are  subject  to  sheet  erosion  caused 
by  rain.  On  three  percent  or  steeper  slopes,  sheet  erosion  often  turns  into  rill  erosion  (erosion  via 
small  streams),  causing  greater  soil  loss,  sometimes  in  the  range  of  ten  tons  or  more  per  acre. 
Conservation  measures  are  required  to  prevent  erosion. 

Plymouth-Carver  Association 

The  Plymouth-Carver  association  is  rolling  and  hilly.  It  contains  deep,  excessively  drained,  coarse- 
textured  soils  that  occur  on  the  Ronkonkoma  moraine  (USDA  1975).  These  soils  are 
characteristically  steep-doping,  with  slopes  ranging  from  eight  to  35  percent.  Plymouth  loamy  sand 
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soUs  make  up  about  45  percent  of  the  association,  and  CarvCT  and  “P 

30  percent.  The  characteristics  of  Plymouth  soils  and  Carver  and  Plymouth  sands  are  (USDA,  1975). 


Ptymouth  seals  are  deep  and  excessively  drained.  The  substratum  is  sand  and  gravel. 
Depth  to  the  substratum  ranges  from  20  to  36  in  (51  to  91  cm). 


Carver  soils  are  deep  and  excessively  drained.  Their  surface  layer  and  subsoil  arc 
sand.  The  substratum  is  sand  and  gravd.  Dqrth  to  the  substratum  ranges  from  16  to 
32  in  (41  to  81  cm). 


Carver  and  Plymouth  sands  generally  are  the  steeper  soUs  on  ridgetops  and  the  lower  part  of  slopes 
(USDA,  1975).  The  more  gently  sloping  Plymouth  loamy  sand  soils  are  mainly  on  the  mtervenmg 
areas  Areas  along  the  crests  of  some  ridges  have  a  large  amount  of  gravel  on  the  surface.  The^ 
gravelly  fa&ns  generally  are  very  smafl  and  are  scattered  throughout  the  association.  The  soils  of  this 
association  have  a  characteristically  poor  cover  of  scrub  oak,  white  oak,  and  pitch  pine. 

Plymouth  and  Carver  soils  are  coarse-textured,  excessively  drained,  rapidly  permeable,  and  droughty. 
Natural  fertiUty  and  organic  matter  content  is  low  to  very  low.  Plymouth  soils  are  al^  hi^y 
erodible.  If  exposed  for  agriculture  or  development,  the  Plymouth  soils  are  easily  eroded  by  both 
wind  and  water.  These  factors  make  Plymouth  and  Carver  soils  poor  for  most  crops  conmonly 
gtoAvn  in  the  county.  Only  a  small  part  of  this  association  has  ever  been  farmed,  and  many  of  these 
areas  have  been  allowed  to  revert  to  brush. 


Steeper  slopes  and  difficulty  in  establishing  and  maintaining  lawns  and  landscape  plantmgs  for  the 
reasons  described  above  severely  limit  Plymouth  and  Carver  soUs  for  housing  developments  or  simil^ 
non-fann  uses.  Because  these  soils  are  highly  permeable,  movement  of  water  and  wastes  through 
them  is  rapid;  these  soils  are  also  excellent  recharge  areas  for  ground  water  supplies. 


Hydric  SoQs 

Hydric  soils  are  those  soils  that  are  saturated,  flooded,  or  ponded  long  enough  during  the  growng 
season  to  produce  low  oxygen  conditions  that  are  detrirnental  to  most  plants,  but  that  favor 
hydrophytic  plants  (plants  that  live  and  survive  in  wet  conditions).  These  soils  m  their  unjanwd 
condition  are  usually  classified  as  wetlands.  There  are  four  hydric  soils  that  occur  on  NWIRP 
Calverton  -  Atsion,  Benyland,  muck,  and  Wareham  soils.  Only  small  portions  of  the  fenc^-m  area 
of  NWIRP  Calverton  are  hydric  soils;  these  soils  types  are  more  prevalent  in  the  southeast  and 
southwest  buffer  zones,  although  not  as  extensively  as  mapped  in  the  Soil  Survey  of  Suffolk  County 
(USDA,  1975).  Wetlands  ofNWIRP  Calverton  are  discussed  in  Subchapter  3.10  and  3.11. 
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Most  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  located  within  the  Peconic  River  drainage  basin.  The  drainage  basin 
to  the  twain  portion  of  NWIRP  Calverton  originates  one  to  1.5  mi  (1.6  to  2.2  km)  north  of  state 
Highway  25  (Myers  and  GaflSiey,  1989).  Surface  water  generally  moves  in  a  southerly  direction 
towards  the  Peconic  River. 

The  Peconic  River  is  the  largest  stream  in  Suffolk  County  (Figure  3.10-1,  Surface  Water  Features). 
It  originates  on  the  Brookhaven  National  Laboratory  property,  west  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  The 
Peconic  River  flows  easteriy  across  the  sontheasHnrffer  zone,  passing  within  approximately  500  ft 
(152  m)  of  the  fenced-in  area,  near  the  southern  terminus  ofRunway  32-14  (Braun,  1995).  From  just 
south  of  the  r\mway,  the  river  flows  1.9  stream  mi  (3. 1  stream  km)  eastward  into  Peconic  Lake.  The 
Peconic  River  is  tidafly  influenced  below  the  dam  on  Peconic  Lake  and  discharges  to  Peconic  Bay, 
8.5  stream  mi  (13.7  stream  km)  fi’om  NWIRP  Calverton. 

A  small,  perennial  tributary  originates  between  the  two  runways  west  of  the  building  complex  on 
NWIRP  Calverton,  flows  south  through  a  series  of  old  cranberry  bogs  along  the  main  entrance 
through  McKay  Lake  and  Swan  Pond,  then  into  the  Peconic  River.  A  second  stream  originates  near 
North  Pond  at  the  southwest  end  of  the  Runway  5-23,  flows  through  Prestons  Pond  and  Forest  Pond, 
into  Linus  Pond,  then  into  the  Peconic  River.  A  third  perennial  tributary  that  originates  northwest 
of  the  site  in  Lake  Panamoka  flows  south  across  the  southwest  buffer  zone  through  a  series  of  small 
ponds  (Sandy  Pond,  Grassy  Pond,  and  Jones  Pond)  then  into  the  Peconic  River. 

On  NWIRP  Calverton,  most  of  the  bodies  of  water  are  a  combination  of  a  pond  and  wetland,  because 
of  thdr  shallow  nature  and  greatly  fluctuating  water  levels.  On  NWIRP  Calverton  there  are  1 6  ponds 
and  wetlands,  ranging  in  size  from  about  one-quarter  to  ten  acres  (one-tenth  to  four  hectares).  Six 
are  in  the  fenced  area  and  ten  are  in  the  southwest  buffer  zone  (Figure  3.10-1).  Several  of  the  ponds, 
e.g..  North  Pond,  Northeast  Pond,  and  the  Runway  Ponds,  lie  in  landlocked  depressions  and  have  no 
outfalls. 

The  largest  pond  that  is  entirely  on  the  site  is  McKay  Lake,  a  man-made  groundwater  recharge  basin, 
about  nine  acres  (4  hectares)  in  size  (Braun,  1995).  Although  Grassy  Pond  is  larger  than  McKay 
Lake,  (12  acres  [5  hectares]  in  size),  only  about  three  acres  (1  hectare)  of  it  are  on  NWIRP 
Calverton.  McKay  Lake  receives  non-contact  cooling  water  discharge  from  industrial  activities, 
treated  sanitary  effluent,  and  stormwater  runoff  from  paved  areas  in  the  centrally  developed  (or 
industrial  core)  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  McKay  Lake  has  an  intermittent  discharge  to  Swan  Pond 
(located  on  a  privately-owned  golf  course),  which  discharges  to  the  Peconic  River  via  a  series  of 
former  cranberry  bogs. 


Affected  Envirraunent 


3.10-1 


Water  Quality  and  Hydrology 


Disposal  and  Reuse  '  ■  ■  - — 

The  ponds  and  wetlands  of  the  area  are  fomned  by  the  water  table  intersecting  the  land  surface.  When 
the  water  table  lowers,  the  water  levels  in  the  ponds  drop,  sometimes  to  near  desiccation.  During 
drought  years,  in  addition  to  the  Peconic  River,  only  McKay  Lake  md  a  small  area  of  Prestons  Pond 
retain  water.  The  other  ponds  are  shallow,  less  than  6  ft  (2  m)  in  depth,  and  occ^onally  dry  up 
during  years  of  low  rainfell.  Among  these,  only  the  deeper  ponds  -  Grassy,  Jones,  Linus,  and  Forest 
ponds  -  retain  permanent  water  during  most  years.  According  to  the  NYSDEC,  most  of  the  ponds 
were  desiccated  or  nearly  desiccated  in  1981  and  again  in  1988  (Myers  and  GaflSiey,  1989). 

NYSDEC  has  Hagdftfrf  the  Peconic  River  in  the  immediate  vicimty  of  NWKP  Calverton  as  a  Class 
“C’  fi-eshwater;  McKay  Lake  and  all  other  ponds  on  the  site  are  also  classified  as  “C”  waters,  "^e 
best  use  of  these  waters  as  designated  by  the  state  is  for  fishing;  these  waters  are  to  be  suitable  for 
fish  propagation  and  survival.  .  The  water  quahty  shall  also  be  suitable  for  primary  and  secondary 
contact  recreation,  although  other  factors  may  limit  the  use  for  these  purposes  (NYCRR,  Title  6, 
Parts  701  and  921).  While  the  quality  of  the  water  in  the  Peconic  River  and  the  larger  ponds  is 
suitable  to  support  fish,  the  depth  of  the  small  ponds  and  their  tendency  to  dry  up  in  droughts  limits 
their  potential  for  maintaining  a  population  of  fish  (Myers  and  Gaffiiey,  1989). 

New  York  Stote  WUd,  Scenic  and  Recreational  Rivers  Systems  Act 

The  stated  poUcy  of  the  New  York  State  WUd,  Scenic  and  Recreational  Rivers  System  Act  (Title  27 
of  Article  15  of  the  Environmental  Conservation  Law)  is  that  designated  rivers  of  the  state  and  their 
imnwHatft  environs  possessing  outstanding  values  (natural,  scenic,  ecological,  recr^tional,  aesthetic, 
botanical  gedogical,  hydrological,  fish  and  wildlife,  historical,  cultural,  archaeolo^^,  Md  scientific) 
be  preserved  in  a  fi’ee-flowing  condition  and  be  protected.  Segments  of  the  Peconic  River  and  three 
of  its  tributaries  are  designated  “scenic”  near  NWIRP  Calverton.  The  “scenic”  designation  is  one  of 
thee  classes  of  rivers  defined  in  the  Act: 

“Scenic  rivers  are  generally  fi’ee  of  diversions  or  impoundments  with  limited  road  access. 
Their  rivo"  areas  are  essentially  primitive  and  undeveloped  or  are  used  for  agriculture,  forest 
management  and  other  dispersed  human  activities  which  do  not  in  themselves  substantially 
constrain  public  use  and  ayoyment  of  these  rivers  and  thdr  environs.  Management  of  scenic 
river  areas  will  be  directed  to  preserving  and  restoring  their  natural  scenic  qualities  (Part 

666.4)”. 

The  Act  allows  a  river  area  width  of  up  to  0.5  mi  (0.8  km)  from  either  bank  of  the  river.  The  location 
of  the  river  corridor  in  relation  to  NWIRP  Calverton  is  displayed  in  Figure  3.10-1.  In  the  western 
portion  of  the  site,  the  scenic  corridor  traverses  the  Pine  Barrens  CPA,  parallels  a  portion  of 
Grumman  Boulevard,  winds  its  way  across  the  developed  industrial  core,  and  crosses  the  southern 
portion  of  Runway  32/14.  Within  the  regulated  area  of  the  scenic  corridor,  new  multiple-family 
dwellings,  commercial,  and  industrial  uses  are  not  permitted. 
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The  Peconic  Estuaiy  Program’s  Management  Plan,  discussed  in  the  next  section,  also  addresses  the 
scenic  river  deagnation  of  the  Peconic  River.  It  recommends  setbacks  of  250  ft  (76  m)  for  new 
building  in  the  scenic  poitkm  of  the  river,  minimum  setbacks  of  75  ft  (23  m)  fi-om  the  landward  edge 
of  tidal  wetlands,  and  limiting  development  within  100  ft  (30  m)  of  freshwater  wetlands. 

At  the  time  of  field  reconnaissance  in  the  ^ring  and  summer  of  1996,  most  of  the  existing  scenic 
cwridor  on  NWIRP  Calverton  was  completely  dry,  except  for  the  wetlands  through  which  it  passes. 
The  CMTidor  is  crossed  by  several  roads  within  NWIRP  Calverton  and  there  at  least  two  culverts  with 
piping  within  the  scenic  corridor  for  the  conduct  of  stormwater. 

Peconic  Estuary,  National  Estuary  Program 

In  1987  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  was  amended  to  provide  for  creation  of  a  National  Estuary 
Program  (NEP)  to  promote  long-term  planning  and  management  in  nationally  significant  estuaries 
that  are  threatened  by  pollution,  development,  or  overuse  (LIRPB,  1993).  The  Peconic  Estuary  was 
de^gnated  in  Septeiri)er,  1991 .  The  Peconic  Estuary  contains  a  large  variety  of  natural  communities, 
from  upland  pine  barrens  along  the  Peconic  River  to  soft-bottom  benthos  in  the  bays.  There  is  a 
larger  percentage  of  undisturbed  habitats  and  a  greater  diversity  of  natural  communities  within  this 
watershed  than  anywhere  else  in  the  coastal  zone  of  New  York  State  (Suftblk  County  Department 
of  Health  Services  OfBce  of  Ecology  [SCDHS],  1995). 

A  Comprehensive  and  Management  Plan  (CCMP)  for  the  Peconic  is  to  be  prepared;  at  the  present 
time  a  preliminary  plan,  or  working  draft,  is  available  (SCDHS).  The  final  CCMP  is  scheduled  to 
be  produced  in  July  1997.  The  CCMP  is  prepared  to  address  three  management  areas: 

•  water  and  sediment  quality,  dealing  with  abatement  and  control; 

•  living  resources,  focusing  on  protection  and  restoration;  and 

•  land  use  and  water  resources,  including  conservation  areas  and  special  protective 
legislation  and  initiatives. 

One  of  the  nutrients  of  concern  in  the  Peconic  Estuary  is  nitrogen  that  can  lead  to  excessive  algal 
blooms  and  lowered  dissolved  oxygen  levels.  The  NYSDEC  has  accepted  a  nitrogen  guideline  of  0.5 
milligrams  per  liter  (mg/1)  ft)r  the  Peconic  River.  A  prior  study  published  in  1988  by  SCDHS  known 
as  the  Brown  Tide  Comprehen^e  Assesanait  and  Management  Program  (BTCAMP)  identified  the 
Riverhead  Sewage  Treatmoit  Plant  (STP)  as  the  most  agnificant  of  all  controllable  nitrogen  loadings 
in  terms  of  impact  on  the  estuaiine  system.  This  impact  is  due  to  the  concentrated  nature  of  the 
discharge  near  the  mouth  of  the  Peconic  where  tidid  flushing  is  poor.  Modeling  projected  that 
removal  of  the  Rivabead  STP  would  result  in  attainment  of  the  nitrogen  guideline  (SCDHS,  1995). 
BTCAMP  recommended  that,  from  a  natural  resources  and  surface  water  quality  perspective, 
groundwato'  recharge  seems  to  be  the  most  desirable  alternative  for  the  Riverhead  STP;  this  would 
result  in  additional  filtration  of  effluent  through  the  soil  and  elimination  of  potential  surface  water 
contamination  during  upset  conditions.  The  town  of  Riverhead  has  committed  to  freezing  nitrogen 
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loads  fiom  ta  STP  ™  a  To™  Board  Resolution.  The  long-range  plan  for  the  Rivahead  STP 
K  to  form  of  a  groundwater  discharge  (tm  total  nitrogen),  a  rdocated  surface  wat« 
discharge,  or  reduced  nitrogen  loads  at  the  existing  discharge  point. 

BTCAMP  also  recommended  more  stringent  land  use  controls  for  the  Peconic  lUve^  ^ch  « two- 
acre  (0.8-hectares)  zoning  for  the  groundwater-contributing  area  of  which  the  fenced-m  portion  of 

NWIRP  Calverton  is  a  part. 


3.10.2  Groundwater 

Three  miyor  aquifers  underiie  NWIRP  Cahwton.  From  the  ground  sutfece  in  descending  order,  these 
are: 

.  Upper  Glacial  Fotmation  aquifer,  widely  used  as  a  source  of  ground™t»  in  Suffolk 
County.  The  water  table  beneath  NWIRP  Calverton  lies  within  this  gutter. 
Porosities  in  excess  of  30  percent  have  been  calculated  in  the  ^joining  Nass^ 
County;  to  estiinated  value  of  hydrauBc  conductivity  (to  speed  at  which  water 
moves  through  the  formation)  is  270  ft  (82  m)  per  day, 

.  Macothy  aquifer,  widely  used  as  a  source  of  groundwater  in  Suffolk  County.  The 
most  productive  units  are  the  coarser  sands  and  gravels.  The  permeabihty  w  high, 
hydraulic  conductivities  in  excess  of  70  ft  (21  m)  per  day  have  been  calculated; 

Lloyd  Sand  aquifer,  a  potentially  excellent  aquifer,  not  widely  exploited  «jcause  of 
its  depth  and  the  abundant  water  available  in  the  overl^g 
hydraulic  conductivities  range  from  20  to  70  ft  (6  to  21  m)  per  day  (SCD  , 
McClymonds  andFranke,  1972. 

The  Upper  Glacial  and  the  Magothy  aquifers  are  believed  to  be  hydraulic^  conn^^  to  to 

a  single  unconfined  Vnr  (Braun,  1995).  The  Raritan  Clay,  wh*  ov^es  to  Uoyd 

Sand  aquifer,  has  a  very  low  penneabiUty  to  hydrologically  acts  as  a  regiooal  confining  layer. 

The  water  table  at  NWIRP  Calverton  is  at  an  elevation  of  betwera«  to  ®  ^}i^*cd^on 
msL  being  deeper  towards  the  west  (SCDHS,  1987).  Based  on  sod  bonn^  in  the  WVnff  Calverton 
toto  area,  the  depth  to  water  table  is  estimated  to  range  fiom  about  five  (two  m)  beneath  the  ^t  - 
SX  p«t  of  t^ced  area  to  approxiinately  20  ft  (6  m)  beneath  the  northeastern  part  (NUS. 

1995). 

A  croundwater  divide  cuts  across  the  NWIRP  Calverton  fenced  area  as  shown  in  Figure  3.10-2 

(Groundwater  Divide).  Groundwater  in  the  shallow  aquifer  zones  (upper  Glacial  and  upper  Mago  y 
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aquifers)  beneath  the  north  buflFer  zone  and  the  northern  half  of  the  fenced  area  flows  to  the  northeast, 
probably  disdiargjng  into  Long  Island  Sound  (Rogers,  Golden  and  Halpem,  1986;  NUS,  1995).  The 
shallow  aquifer  zone  groundwater  beneath  the  southwest  and  southeast  buffer  zones  and  beneath  the 
southern  half  of  the  fenced  area  flows  to  the  southeast.  The  southeast-draining  groundwater  probably 
discharges  into  the  Peconic  River  and  its  assodated  ponds  and  wetlands. 

Groundwater  serves  as  the  source  of  drinking  water  fw  population  residing  within  a  four-mi  (six-km) 
radius  of  NWIRP  Calverton  (NUS,  1992).  The  drinking  water  needs  are  supplied  by  private  wells, 
wdls  on  two  government-owned  facilities  (NWIRP  Calverton  and  Brookhaven  National  Lab),  and 
three  muradpal  water  systems,  Riverhead  Water  District,  Shorewood  Water  Company,  and  Suffolk 
Water  Company. 

The  aquifer  beneath  Suffolk  County  was  designated  by  USEPA  as  a  sole  source  aquifer  in  1978, 
concluding  that  the  system  was  the  principal  source  of  drinking  water  to  the  people  of  Long  Island. 
Any  federally  funded  projects  must  be  reviewed  by  USEPA  to  ensure  that  the  sole  source  aquifer 
would  not  be  adversely  affected. 

The  NYSDEC  regulates  potential  sources  of  groundwater  contamination.  New  source  discharges 
and  r«iewed  permits  on  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be  reviewed  for  efSuent  standards  Class  GA  waters 
(6  NYCRR  703.6).  These  standards  require  that  groundwater  discharges  with  respect  to  coliform 
and  pathogens  cannot  be  detrimental  to  public  health,  safety,  and  welfare.  NYSDEC  has  also 
established  groundwater  standards  for  principal  organic  containment  values,  and  guidance  values  for 
a  variety  of  chemicals. 

NWIRP  Calverton  served  about  2,800  workers  with  potable  water  fi-om  three  production  wells 
located  approximately  2,500  to  2,750  ft  (762  to  838  m)  north  of  the  south  gate.  The  three  wells  were 
completed  in  the  upper  glacial  aquifer  (at  depths  ranging  fi’om  140  to  147  ft  [45  to  47  m]  below  the 
surface),  each  with  an  estimated  capacity  of  1,000  gallons  per  minute  (gpm).  Well  No.  2  was 
removed  fi'om  service  in  1987  and  W^  No.  3  was  removed  fi'om  service  in  1991  because  of  volatile 
organic  contarmnation  (Navy,  1896;  Smith,  1991).  These  three  production  wells  were  alternately  run 
through  a  carbon  filtration  treatment  system  and  are  considered  to  be  back  in  service  (US  Navy, 
August  1995).  Tho'e  are  also  two  wells  located  off  the  site  that  were  used  by  Grumman  Corporation 
as  production  wells  for  Plants  8  and  78  in  the  fenced  area  of  the  site.  The  production  well  at  Plant 
8  was  used  a  potable  water  supply  for  that  Plant.  Additional  information  on  the  water  supply  system 
is  presented  in  Subsection  3.  7. 

Groundwater  contamination  in  Suffolk  County  has  been  investigated  by  the  Suffolk  County 
Department  of  Health  Services,  using  data  from  public  and  private  wells  (SCDHS,  1987).  Two  wells 
us^  in  the  county  survey  are  located  in  the  vicinity  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 

The  first  well  (Well  51591)  is  located  25  ft  (8  m)  north  of  Swan  Pond  Road  and  213  ft  (65  m)  west 
of  River  Road,  about  1,500  ft  (457  m)  southeast  of  the  NWIRP  Calverton  waste  treatment  plant. 
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Analysis  of  watts  taken  from  this  weU  between  1981  and  19S7  showed  some  low  «nc^om  of 
nitrates  and  ammonia,  which  generally  indicate  proxiniity  to  aepoc  sysm  1987k 

Rtcent  tests  on  this  wen,  conducted  in  1993,  revealed  a  detection  of  1,1,1 

4  pub.  1,1  dkWoioethaiie  (DCA)  was  detected  at  a  concentration  of  W  ppb,  which  is  sh^y  atove 
th^ed«al  MCL  for  this  chemical  of  five  pms  per  billion  (ppb).  These  chemicals  could  be  hom 
waste  treatment  fiwdlities,  septic  systems,  or  industrial  solvents. 


The  second  well  (WeO  51592)  is  located  179  ft  (55  m)  south  of  the  intersection  of  Schultz  Road  md 

Wading  River  Road  in  the  southwest  buffer  zone.  Analysis  of  this  water  over 

indicated  that  it  is  of  good  quality,  with  only  veiy  low  concentrations  of  mtrates  (SCDHS,  1987). 


Special  Groundwater  Protection  Area 


In  1992  the  Long  Island  Comprehensive  Special  Groundwater  Protection  Area  (SGPA)  Plan  ^ng 
Island  Regional  Planning  Board  [LIRPB],  1992)  was  prepared  to  assist  in  the  further  protection  of 
groundwater  resources  in  Suffolk/Nassau  region.  Approved  in  1993  by  NYSDEC,  the  plan  r^uires 
that  new  land  uses  produce  no  net  increase  in  the  levels  of  poUuting  constituents  m  the  groundwater 

supply. 

For  Sufiblk  County,  the  LIRPB  established  nine  Special  Groundwater  Protection  ^eas  (SGP^) 
with  specific  requirements  for  land  use  activities  and  groundwater.  NWIRP  Calyeiton  hes  complrtely 
within  the  Central  Suffolk  SGPA  The  fenced-in  area  and  northern  buffer  are  m  the  northern  pM  ot 
the  SGPA;  the  southern  buffer  zones  are  in  the  southern  part  of  SGPA.  SGPAs  are  considered 
critical  environmental  areas  (CEAs)  pursuant  to  the  State  Environmental  Quality  Review  Act 
(SEQRA)  A  CEA  is  “a  specific  geographic  area  designated  by  a  state  or  local  agen<^,  haying 
exceptional  or  unique  characteristics  that  make  the  area  environmentally  important  (Section  617.2 
(I)  of  Title  6  New  York  Codes  of  Rules  and  Regulations  [NYCRR]). 


The  quality  of  the  groundwater,  particularly  the  shallow  groundwater,  within  the  SGPA  has  been 
impacted  by  point  and  non-point  sources  of  contamination.  STPs  represent  a  major  category  of  pomt 
sources  within  the  SGPA  (LIRPB,  1992).  Landfills,  other  potential  hazardous  waste  disposal  sites, 
and  spills  and  leaks  of  petroleum  products  are  other  major  point  sources.  Specific  areas  of  concern 
within  NWIRP  Calverton  are  described  in  Subchapter  3.12. 


In  the  SGPA,  non-point  sources  are  common  and  significant  and  include  unsewered  medium  density 
residential  and  commercial  developments  that  release  nitrogen  through  cessjwols;  famMg  activities 
and  impacts  fi-om  plant  nutrients  (like  nitrate)  and  pesticides;  and  accidental  spills  or  discharges  of 

hazardous  substances. 


Selected  recommendations  from  the  SGPA  Plan  for  the  Town  of  Riverhead  (unless  otherwise  noted) 
for  the  area  near  NWIRP  Calverton  include  the  following: 
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•  Along  with  SufiTolk  County,  expand  the  existing  agricultural  preserve; 

•  Amend  the  town  zoning  (M'dinance  requiring  five-acre  (two-hectare)  minimum  lot  size 
for  all  farmland  in  the  SGPA; 

•  Require  clustering  of  new  development  in  the  town  where  transfer  of  development 
(TDR)  is  infeasible; 

•  Place  excess  lands  at  the  National  Cemetery  and  in  the  NWIRP  Calverton  buffer 
zones  in  a  protected  category  and  retain  them  as  open  space; 

•  Reduce  the  amount  of  industrially-zoned  laiKl  and  concentrate  these  uses  at  the  end 
of  the  Long  Island  Expressway;  and 

•  Review  and  amend  the  town  zoning  ordinance  to  preclude  expansion  of  commercial 
activities  beyond  the  existing  limits  in  the  SGPA. 

3.10.3  Floodplains 

The  100-year  floodplain,  as  defined  by  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  of  the 
US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  has  been  delineated  for  the  Peconic  River. 
Figure  3.10-3  (Peconic  River  Floodplaiit)  shows  the  boundary  of  the  100-year  floodplain.  No  part 
of  the  NWIRP  Calverton  fenced  area  where  reuse  would  occur  lies  within  the  100-year  floodplain 
of  any  rivers  or  streams;  only  parts  of  the  southwest  and  southeast  buffer  zones  are  within  the  Peconic 
River  floodplmn. 

For  the  most  part,  flooding  is  limited  to  a  narrow  band  along  the  river  and  its  major  tributaries, 
because  the  topography  rises  fairly  rapidly.  The  100-year  floodplmn  is  delineated  around  the  Swan 
Pond  tributary  as  fiir  upstream  as  McKay  Lake,  along  Linus  Pond,  upstream  to  Prestons  Pond,  along 
Jones  Pond,  Grassy  Pond,  Sandy  Pond,  Peasys  Pond,  and  upstream  to  Horn  Pond. 
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3.11  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

NWIRP  Calverton,  located  within  the  Long  Island  Pine  Barrens,  is  home  to  many  plant  and  animal 
species,  some  of  which  are  classified  as  endangered  or  threatened  (Central  Pine  Barrens  Joint 
Planning  and  Policy  Commisaon  [CPBJPPC],  1995).  The  land  surrounding  NWIRP  Calverton  is 
generally  sparsely  settled,  reflecting  the  existing  agricultural  economy.  As  described  in  Subchapter 
2.1,  the  buffer  zones  of  NWIRP  Calverton  constitute  about  half  of  the  total  property  acreage.  The 
bufio'  im)vide  haNtat  for  many  plants  and  animals.  Based  on  a  cooperative  agreement  between  the 
Navy  and  NYSDEC,  the  buffer  lands  are  used  for  a  variety  of  ctmsavation,  agricultural,  fish,  wildlife, 
recreation,  and  educational  activities. 


3.11.1  Vegetation 

Because  NWIRP  Calverton  is  within  the  pine  barrens  region  of  Long  Island,  pitch  pine-oak  is  the 
dominant  upland  plant  community.  Other  communities  found  at  NWIRP  Calverton  include  upland 
hardwoods,  planted  ^ruce  (Picem  spp.),  pine  {Pirms  spp.),  larch  {Larix  spp.)  locust  (Gleditsia  spp  ), 
and  open  water  and  wetlands. 

The  Natural  Resource  Management  Plan  for  NWIRP  Calverton  (Myers  and  Gaffhey,  1989) 
separated  vegetation  within  the  fenced  area  and  the  buffer  zone  into  three  management  categories; 
improved,  semi-improved,  and  unimproved.  Table  3.11-1  provides  the  approximate  acreage  of 
vegetation  in  each  of  these  management  categories  by  area. 

Other  than  the  developed  lands  within  the  fenced  area  and  the  agricultural  outleases  in  the  buffer 
zones,  most  of  NWIRP  Calverton  supports  forest  dominated  by  pitch  pine  and  upland  oaks  (Figure 
3.11-1,  Generalized  Vegetation  Cover).  Dominance  by  pitch  pine  is  generally  greatest  in  the 
southwest  and  southeast  buffer  zones,  where  sandy,  xeric  (dry)  soils  are  prevalent,  while  dominance 
by  oaks  and  other  hardwoods  is  generally  greatest  in  the  fenced  area  and  the  north  buffer  zone,  where 
soils  are  more  mesic  (moist).  In  addition,  wildfires  have  been  suppressed  in  the  fenced  area  to  protect 
buildings  and  agriculture  (Braun,  1995).  Several  tracts  in  the  fenced  area,  north  and  east  of  Runway 
32-14,  support  plantations  of  white  pine  and  ^ruce,  established  in  the  1960s.  Other  vegetation  cover 
includes  (Myers  and  Gaffhey,  1989;  NUS,  1995;  CF  Braun,  1995); 

•  Wetland  vegetation  associated  with  the  Peconic  River  as  it  passes  through  the  Southeast 
Buffer  Zone,  and  with  areas  surrounding  the  ponds  in  the  fenced  area  and  the  Southwest 
Buffer  Zone; 


Affected  EnvircHiment 


3.11-1 


Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 


Table  3.11-1 


Improved  (frequently  mowed) _ 

SemMmproved  infrequently  mowed) 
Grassland 

Wildlife  Food/Cover  Plantings 

Unimproved 

Forest 

Water/Wetlands 
Power  Line  Right-of-Way 
Agricultural  Fields _ 

Buildings  and  Paved  Areas _ 


1,500 

130 

4 

45 


3,868 

251 

7 

411 


Note:  The  Forest  Management  Plan  show®  4,239  acres  of  fore^  land,  as 

awes  indicated  above.  Wooded  weUands  and  tree  and  shrub-type  wildlife  food  and  cover 

plantings  account  for  the  371  additional  acres. 

Source:  Modified  from  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1989,  Table  6,  page  47.  - 
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•  Agricultural  fields  in  outleases; 

•  Wildlife  food  and  cover  plantings  established  by  the  NYSDEC,  located  primarily  in 
the  abandoned  farmland  in  the  southwest  buffer  zone; 

•  Semi-improved,  infi’equently  mowed  grassland  around  the  runways  and  in  other 
woridng  areas  in  the  fenced  area;  and 

•  Improved,  landscaped  lawns  that  are  regularly  mowed,  surrounding  the  buildings  in 
the  industrial  core  area. 

Improved  Vegetation  Category 

Vegetation  in  the  improved  vegetation  category  requires  the  most  management  and  maintenance  of 
the  three  management  categories.  Intense  management  is  necessary  to  meet  the  designated  use 
criteria,  protect  the  natural  environment,  and  ensure  a  pleasing  appearance  that  harmonizes  with  the 
natural  landscape  (Myers  and  Gafl&iey,  1989).  Examples  of  vegetation  in  this  category  include  lawns, 
landscape  plantings,  flower  beds,  foundation  plantings  around  buildings,  athletic  fields,  and  picnic 
areas.  Table  3.11-2  lists  representative  plant  taxa  in  this  category. 

Semi-Improved  Vegetation  Category 

Land  in  the  semi-improved  vegetation  category  is  maintained  at  a  lesser  degree  of  intensity  than 
improved  vegetation,  but  at  a  level  meant  to  match  the  intended  use,  enhance  natural  beauty,  ensure 
conservaticMi  of  natural  resources,  and  reduce  the  vegetation  fire  hazard  (Myers  and  Gafifiiey,  1989). 
Lands  subject  to  armual,  semiatmual,  or  once  in  three-  to  four-year  mmntenance  operations  are 
included  in  this  category.  Examples  of  semi-improved  vegetation  include  the  clear  zones  required 
along  the  runways,  compass  calibration  area,  radar  fields,  the  electronic  counter  measure  test  range, 
and  wildlife  food  and  cover  plantings.  Table  3.11-3  lists  representative  plant  taxa  in  this  category. 

Unimproved  Vegetation  Category 

The  unimproved  vegetation  category  includes  forests,  agricultural  fields,  wetlands,  ponds,  and  lakes. 
Most  of  the  land  in  the  unimproved  vegetation  category  is  forested.  Little,  if  any,  maintenance  is 
required,  aside  fi'om  protecting  the  forests  fi’om  fire  (Myers  and  Gafi&iey,  1989).  Management 
practices,  such  as  timber  stand  improvement,  may  be  implemented  as  infrequently  as  once  in  five  to 
ten  years  or  more. 

The  vegetation  on  the  agricultural  outlease  fields  is  primarily  potatoes  and  com.  However,  other 
crops  are  also  grown.  Table  3.11-4  lists  representative  vegetation  in  the  unimproved  category. 
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Table  3.1 1-2 

Improved  Vegetation  Category  Plant  Taxa 


CtHTinwnName 

Sder^Name 

Lawns 

Kentucky  Bluegrass 

Red  Fescue 

Crabgrass 

Quat^rass 

Tall  Fescue 

Redtop 

Panicgrass 

Orchardgrass 

Poapraiensis 

Fastuca  rubra 

Digitaha  sanguune^is 
Agropyron  repans 

Fastuca  arundhacaa 
AgrosOs  giganlaa 

Parwcum  spp. 

DactyKs  gkjimar^ 

Foundation  Plantings  and  Ornamental  Shrubs 

Juniper 

Yew 

Rhododendron 

Redosier  Dogwood 

Burning  Bush 

Hawthorn 

Jurvperus  spp. 

Taxus  spp. 

RhododerKton  spp. 

Comus  stolonifera 
Euonymus  alata 

Crataegus  spp. 

Trees 

Pin  Oak 

Basswood 

Flowering  Dogwood 
Flowering  Cherry 

Blue  Spruce 

Quercus  palustrus 

Wa  amaricana 

Comus  Porida 

Prunus  spp. 

Picaa  purtgens 

Source;  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1989 

Table  3.11-3 

Semi-Improved  Vegetation  Category  Plant  Taxa 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Ragweed 

Broomgrass 

Three  Awn 

Lambsquarters 

Crabgrass 

Autumn  OKve 

Tall  and  Hard  Fescue 
Hawkweed 

Switchgrass 

Plantain 

Sorghum 

Ambrosia  artemisifolia 
Andropogon  virginicus 
Aristidasp. 

Chenopodium  spp. 

Dig/Paria  sp. 

Elaeagnus  umbellata 
Fastuca  spp. 

Hieracium  spp. 

Parvcum  virgatum 

Plantago  spp. 

Sorghum  vulgare 

Source;  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1 989. 
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Table  3.11-4 


Unimproved  Vegetation  Category  Plant  Taxa 


Cranmcm  Name 

SdantlcName 

Common  Name 

Sder^Name 

Upland  Communities 

Pitch  Pme-Shrub  Oak  Woodlands 

Pitch  Pine-Oak  Woodlands 

Pitch  Pine 

Scrub  Oak 

Black  Oak 

Scarlet  Oak 

Black  Huckleberry 
Lowbush  Blueberry 

Pkwsrigida 

Quercus  Bidfolia 

Quercus  velutina 
Quercus  cocdnea 
Gaylussada  baccata 
Vacdnium  vadUans 

Pitch  Pine 

Black  Oak 

Scarlet  Oak 

White  Oak 

Black  Cherry 

Pinus  rigida 

Quercus  veluOna 

Quercus  cocdnea 
Quercus  alba 

Prunus  seroSna 
Bicaceous  spp. 

Oak-Pine  Woodlands 

Successional  Pine  Barrens  Grassland 

White  Oak 

Black  Oak 

Black  Locust 

Black  Cherry 

Catbriar 

Poison  Ivy 

Japanese  Honeysuckle 
Virginia  Creeper 

Quercus  alba 

Quercus  velubna 

RobirM  pseudoacacia 
Prunus  serobna 

Smilax  spp. 

Rhus  radicans 

Lonicera  japonicus 
Parthenoassus 
quirtguUblia 

Little  Bluestem 

Spike  Grass 

Switchgrass 

Asters 

False  Indigo 

Goldenrod 

Sweet  Fern 

Andropogon  scoparius 
Danthonia  spicda 
Pankum  virgatum 

Aster  spp. 

BapOsia  bndoria 
SoHdagospp. 

Compmnia  peregnna 

Wetland  Communities 

Red  Maple-Pitch  Pine  Woodlands 

Coastal  Plain  Pond  Shores 

Red  Maple 

Pitch  Pine 

Sourgum 

Sweet  Pepperbush 
Swamp  Azalea 

Inkberry 

AcernAmim 

Phusrigida 

Nyssa  sylvatica 

Clethra  alnifolia 
Rhododendron 
viscosum 

Uex  glabra 

Short-Beaked  Bald- 
Rush 

Long-Beaked  Bald- 
Rusn 

Coppery  St.  Johnswort 
Rose  Coreopsis 

Psilocarya  nitens 

P.  sdrpoides 

Hyperkus  dentkulatum 
Coreopsis  rosea 

Coastal  Plain  Poor  Fen 

Pine  Barren  Shrub  Swam 

P 

Narrow-Leaf  Cattail 
Sedge 

Walter's  Sedge 

Bayberry 

Swamp  Azalea 

Red  Maple 

Rose 

Typha  angusSfolia 

Carex  lasiocarpa 

Carex  walteriana 
MyrKagale 
Rhododendron 
viscosum 

Acerrubrum 

Rosa  spp. 

Red  Maple 

Sweet  Pepperbush 

Rose 

Blueberry 

Acerrubrum 

Clethra  alnifolia 

Rosa  spp. 

Vacdnum  corymbosum 

Coastal  Plain  Pond 

Open  Water  River  Channel 

Arrowheads 

Bayonet  Rush 
Bladderwort 

Spike  rushes 

Sagittaiia 

Juncus  mimaris 
Utriculwia  spp. 
Eleocharis  spp. 

Duckweed 

Starwort 

Arrowheads 

Pondweeds 

Lemna  minor 

Callitriche  spp. 

Sagittaria  spp. 
Potamogeton  spp. 

Source:  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1 989. 
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Unimproved  areas  of NWIRP  Calverton  located  within  the  fenced  area  and  the  buffer  zone  (outside 
of  the  core  area)  can  be  generally  divided  into  upland  and  wetland  communities  (Myers  and  Gafifiiey, 
1989).  These  plant  communities  are  briefly  described  below. 

UpUnd  Communities 

Upland  communities  at  NWIRP  Calverton  include  the  following  four  communities: 

•  Pitch  pine-shrub  oak  woodlands:  Situated  on  dry  sites,  these  woodlands  are 
maintained  by  fi-equent  fires.  There  are  scattered,  small  examples  of  this  plant 
community  within  the  NWIRP  Calverton  fence  and  in  the  southeast  buffer  zone, 

•  Pitch  pine-oak  woodlands:  The  dominant  vegetation  type  in  upland  sites,  these 
woodlands  occur  in  areas  that  bum  occasionally.  The  canopy  is  usually  nearly  closed. 
Most  of  the  woodlands  within  the  NWIRP  Calverton  fence  and  in  the  upland  sections 
of  the  buffer  zone  near  Linus  Pond,  Jones  Pond,  and  Grassy  Pond  are  of  this  plant 
community; 

•  Oak-pine  woodlands:  These  woodlands  occur  in  upland  areas  where  fires  have  been 

suppressed.  Examples  of  this  plant  community  are  located  near  NWIRP  Calverton 
buildings  and  at  scattered  locations  throughout  the  area  within  the  fence;  and 

•  Successional  pine  barrens  grassland;  These  grasslands  occur  in  mowed  sites,  such 
as  along  the  runways  and  along  roads  in  the  fenced  area.  Native  grass  species  often 
are  dominant,  with  herbaceous  species  found  throughout  sunny  areas  of  the  coastal 
pine  barrens.  Diversity  in  this  community  ranges  fi-om  very  low  in  areas  that  are 
fi-equently  mowed  to  very  high  at  infrequently  disturbed  woodland  edges  and  along 
sand  roads. 

Wetland  Communities 

Wetlands  are  transitional  lands  between  terrestrial  and  aquatic  systems  where  the  water  table  is 
usually  at  or  near  the  surface  or  the  land  is  covered  by  shallow  water.  Under  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (USFWS)  classification  system,  wetlands  must  have  at  least  one  of  the  following  three 
attributes:  1)  at  least  periodically,  hydrophytes  predominate;  2)  the  substrate  is  predominantly 
undrained  hydric  soil;  or  3)  the  substrate  is  non-soil  and  is  saturated  with  water  or  covered  by  shaflow 
water  at  some  time  during  the  growing  season  of  each  year. 

During  the  1970s  NYSDEC  mapped  wetlands  throughout  the  state  by  vegetative  cover  type  using 
aerial  photographs  (Myers  and  Gaffney,  1989).  In  the  1980s,  the  USFWS,  as  part  of  a  nationwide 
inventory  known  as  the  National  Wetland  Inventory  (NWI),  mapped  both  wetlands  and  deepwater 
habitats  u^  conventional  aerial  photo-interpretation  (stereoscopic  analysis)  of  high  altitude  aerial 
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photognq}hy  (1  ;80,000  black  and  white).  The  NWI  is  more  detaUed  than  the  NYSDEC  inventory, 
and  includes  information  such  as  the  water  re^me  and  other  wetland  modifiers,  along  with 
vegetation,  using  the  USFWS  hierarchical  classification  ^stem  (Cowardin  et  al.,  1979). 

NWI  maps  show  the  general  configuration,  location,  and  type  of  wetlands  found  within  a  given  area 
of  coverage.  A  mar^  of  error  is  irdierent  in  the  use  of  the  aerial  photographs  and  a  detailed,  on-the- 
ground  and  historical  aiuilysis  of  a  single  site  may  result  in  a  revision  of  the  wetlarkl  boundaries 
established  through  I*otogrtq)hic  interpretation  (USFWS,  1983).  Because  the  NWI  maps  are  limited 
in  precision  by  their  scale  (1:24,000  or  1  in  =  2000  ft)  and  the  identification  method  used,  the 
boundaries  of  wetlands  shown  on  the  NWI  mrq>s  may  n^  to  be  more  precisdy  determined  in  the 
field  at  a  later  date.  Oftoi  small  wetland  areas,  and  less  frequently  large  wetland  areas,  are  not  shown 
on  NWI  maps. 

Twenty-five  wetlands,  wetland  complexes,  and  deepwater  habitats  totaling  251  acres  (102  hectares) 
have  be«i  idaitified  on  NWIRP  Calverton  property  (Myers  and  Gaffhey,  1989).  In  addition,  TAMS 
identified  other  two  potential  wetlands  during  fidd  reconndssance  in  May  1996.  The  wetlands  range 
in  size  from  0.1  to  126  acres  (0.04  to  51  hectares)  (Myers  and  Gaflfiiey,  1989).  The  largest  is  a 
wetland  complex  associated  with  the  Peconic  River.  The  locations  of  wetlands  and  open  water 
habitats  are  shown  in  Figure  3.11-2  (Wetlands). 

The  majority  of  the  wetlands  on  NWIRP  Calverton  are  forested,  palustrine  wetlands  that  have  a 
saturated  or  seasonally  saturated  water  regime.  The  second  most  abundant  type  is  open  water 
wetlands  that  have  an  intermittently  exposed  permanent  water  re^me  and  occasionally  dry  up.  There 
is  only  one  lacustrine  (lake)-type  deepwater  habitat,  which  is  a  stretch  of  the  Peconic  River  that  is 
impounded,  west  of  the  \^age  of  Calverton.  The  mid-stream  portion  of  the  Peconic  River  is  a 
riverine-type  deepwatCT  habitat,  although  the  area  it  occupies  is  too  narrow  to  delineate  on  the  NWI 
wetland  nuq>s.  Wetland  and  deepwater  habitats  at  NWIRP  Calverton  and  their  classifications  are 
provided  in  Table  3.1 1-5. 

NYSDEC  regulates  all  freshwater  wetlands  in  New  York  State  that  are  12.4  acres  (five  hectares)  or 
larger  in  size  and  valuable  wetlands  that  are  smaller  than  12.4  acres  (five  hectares),  such  as  those 
containing  threatened  or  endangered  species.  A  permit  is  needed  to  modify  any  of  the  regulated 
wetlands.  Of  the  25  wetlands  on  NWIRP  Calverton,  18  are  NYSDEC-regulated  wetlands.  Several 
of  the  NYSDEC  regulated  wetlands  include  two  or  more  closely  associated  wetlands  that  are 
separately  numbered  in  Table  3.11-5. 

Wetlands  on  Long  Idand  are  predominantly  seasonally  flooded.  Generally,  they  are  at  least  saturated 
or  temporarily  ponded  in  the  spring  and  perhaps  again  in  the  fall,  providing  resting  areas  for  migrating 
waterfowl  ar^  marsh  and  shore  birds.  They  also  provide  courtship  and  brood  habitat  for  waterfowl 
and  other  species  of  wildlife.  NYSDEC  classifies  the  regulated  wetlands  according  to  their 
characteristics  and  benefidal  value,  from  most  beneficial  (Class  I)  to  least  beneficial  (Class  IV).  Table 
3.1 1-5  provides  the  NYSDEC  clas^cation  of  each  of  the  regulated  wetlands  on  NWIRP  Calverton. 
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Of  the  18  regulated  wetlands  on  NWIRP  Calverton,  12  wetlands  are  Class  I,  two  are  Class  H,  three 
are  Class  ffl,  and  one  is  Class  IV.  Several  of  the  wetlands  are  Class  I  because  of  the  presen-e  of 
threatened  or  endangered  species.  Myers  and  Gafi&iey  (1989)  have  described  the  general  wetland 
communities  as  follows: 

•  Red  maple-pitch  pine  woodlands:  These  woodlands  typicaUy  occur  as  a  band  of 

woods  in  low  areas  between  diy  pine  barrens  and  permanent  wetlands.  Examples  are 
located  within  the  fenced  area  along  edges  of  identified  wetlands,  and  within  the 
biiffer  zone  at  the  northwn  mds  of  Onus  aiwl  Jones  Ponds  and  around  Kents  Pond, 

•  Coastal  plain  pond  shores  (water/wetlands):  This  community  occurs  in  shallow 
topographic  depressions  that  are  wet  in  years  with  high  rainfiiU  and  dry  in  years  with 
low  rainfall.  Fluctuating  water  levels  maintain  these  sites  in  the  earliest  stages  of 
succession.  An  unusual  assemblage  of  annual  species  and  short-lived  perennials 
occurs  in,  and  mar^  are  restricted  to,  this  community.  Examples  include  Sandy  Pond, 
Third  Pond,  and  Linus  Pond; 

•  Coastal  plain  poor  fen:  This  community  comprises  sedge  and  cattail  marshes  with 

a  low  density  assembly  of  shrubs  and  stunted  trees.  It  occurs  in  sections  of  the 
Peconic  Riva-  with  permanait  standing,  slow-moving  water.  The  only  occurrence  on 
NWIRP  Calverton  is  east  of  Kaits  Pond.  Only  two  other  sites  occur  on  Long  Island; 

•  Pine  barren  shrub  swamp  (brush  wedands):  These  shrub  thickets  form  on 
consolidated  organic  mats  of  sedge,  grass,  and  cattail.  The  most  representative 
occurrence  of  this  community  in  the  buffer  zone  is  west  of  Jones  Pond; 

•  Coastal  plain  pond  (water/wctlands):  These  communities  are  pine  barrens  open 
standing  water  areas  with  no  regular  flow.  The  bottoms  of  these  ponds  have  organic 
accumulations  or  are  sandy.  Emergent  and  submerged  species  are  dominant,  and 
trees  and  shrubs  are  absent.  The  most  representative  occurrences  of  this  community 
are  Jones  Pond,  Kents  Pond,  and  Linus  Pond;  and 

•  Open  water  river  channel:  These  communities  occur  in  sections  of  the  Peconic 
Riva-  vwth  moderate  to  high  flow.  Vegetation  is  dominated  by  emergent,  submerged, 
and  floating  species.  The  only  occurrence  of  this  community  on  NWIRP  Calverton 
is  the  Peconic  River  section  south  of  River  Road. 
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Notes: 

‘Numbers  relate  to  location  in  Figure  3.10-1,  Location  of  Wetlands  and  Deepwater  Habitats. 

OCIass  1  regulated  wetlands  are  most  beneficial,  Class  IV  the  least. 

0  Classification  of  Wetlands  and  Deepwater  Habitats  of  the  United  States,  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Washington,  DC  20240,  FWS/OBS-79/31,  December  1979 . 

P  -  Palustrine  (upland)  System 

OW  -Open  water . 

. 1  Algal 

UB  -  Unconsolidated  B<^om . 1  Cobble-Gravel 

AB  -  Aquatic  Bed . 

. 2  Aquatic  Moss 

EM  -  Emergent . 

. 1  Persistent  plants 

SS  -  Scrub/Shrub . 

. 1  Broad-Leaved  deciduous  plants,  3  Broad  Leaved  Evergreen 

FO  -  Forested . 

. 1  Broad-leaved  deciduous  plants 

4  Needle-leaved  evergreen  plants,  5  Dead 

L  -  Lacustrine  (Lake)  System . 

...1  Limnefic 

Modifying  Terms  -  Water  Regime.. 

...B  Saturated 

C  Seasonally  Flooded 

E  Seasonally  Flooded/saturated 

F  Semipermanently  Flooded 

H  Permanently  Flowed 

Z  Intermittently  Exposed/Permanent 

Special  Modifiers . 

....h  Impounded/Diked  j 

Source:  Modified  from  Myers  and  Gaffney,  Table  5, 1989. 
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As  a  resuh  of  previous  fires,  drought,  and/or  low  fertiUty  soil  conditions,  the  forests  are  dommted 
by  scrub  oak  and  pitch  pine,  which  are  fire-  and  drought-tolerant  species.  These  species  will  not 
mature  to  saw  timber  size,  and  at  best  may  produce  poles  or  provide  firewood.  Of  the  approximtely 
4,000  acres  (1,600  hectares)  of  forest,  only  about  700  acres  (280  hectares)  are  classed  as  pole  timber; 
the  remaining  acres  contaimng  smaller  trees  (Myers  and  Gaffiiey,  1989). 


3.11.2  WadUfe 

Terrestrial 

Muskrat  and  mink  and  a  variety  of  marsh  birds,  shorebirds,  and  iragrating  waterfowl  are  associated 
with  the  Peconic  River  and  the  streams,  ponds,  and  wetlands  in  and  around  NWIRP  Calverton. 
Eastern  chipmunk  and  eastern  mole  have  also  been  identified  within  the  fenced  area.  It  has  been 
reported  that  of  the  migrating  waterfowl,  a  few  black  ducks  and  wood  ducks  remain  throughout  the 
summer  to  nest  and  raise  their  young.  Although  no  ducks  were  identified  within  the  fenced  area 
during  a  recent  field  visit,  a  flock  of  Canada  geese  resides  on  or  near  McKay  Lake  throughout  the 
year  (Myers  and  Gafl&iey,  1989). 

Terrestrial  wildlife  on  NWIRP  Calverton  is  dominated  by  woodland  wildlife  species.  There  is  a  large 
population  of  whitetail  deer.  Within  the  Calverton  woodlands,  low  natural  populations  of  ring-necked 
pheasants,  bobwhite,  quail,  cottontail  rabbits,  woodchucks,  gray  squirrels,  raccoon,  red  fox,  opossum, 
and  weasel  occur  (Myers  and  Gaflfiiey,  1989).  A  variety  of  songbirds  have  also  been  identified  withm 

the  fence. 

Table  3.11-6  lists  birds  that  were  positively  identified  at  NWIRP  Calverton  during  a  field 
reconnaissance  in  1996.  Common  terrestrial  wildlife  species  at  NWIRP  Calverton  are  listed  in  Table 
3.11-7. 

Based  on  species  composition,  the  quaUty  of  most  of  the  forests  is  considered  only  fair,  although  the 
trees  themsdves  appear  healthy.  Tl^e  is  a  general  lack  of  diversity  in  the  t3q)es  of  vegetative  cover, 
particularly  in  the  buffer  zones,  and  a  lack  of  a  variety  of  plant  species  in  each  cover  ^e  for  all 
^lecies  of  wildlife.  Forest  vegetation  diversity  is  low;  therefore,  only  a  few  food-producing  species 
are  available  to  wildlife.  The  oak  trees  within  the  woodlands  produce  acorns  that  are  a  food  source 
for  gray  squirrels,  whitetail  deer,  and  wood  ducks.  Most  of  the  trees,  however,  will  never  be  large 
enough  to  have  d^  and  cavities  for  squirrels,  wood  ducks,  raccoons,  and  other  wildlife  (Myers  and 

Gaf&iey,  1989). 
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Table  3.11-6 
On-Site  Birds 


OoRiniort  Name 

Sder^lc  Nffrw  _ _ 

Rufous-sided  Towhee 

PipSo  eryttvopMhahnus 

Blue  Jay 

Cyanodtta  crista 

Eastern  Pewee 

Contopus  vkans 

Eastern  Phoebe 

Sayomis  phoebe 

Brown  Thrasher 

foxostoma  rufum 

American  Crow 

Corvus  brachyrhynchos 

Common  Yellowthroat 

Geothlyfxs  trichas 

Yellow  Warbler 

Dendroica  petechia 

American  Robin 

Turdus  migraitorius 

Northern  Cardinal 

Cardinalis  cardinalis 

Tree  Swallow 

Iridoprocne  bicolor 

Red-Winged  Blackbird 

Agelaius  phoeniceus 

Canada  Goose 

Branta  canadensis 

Mute  Swan 

Cygnus  dor 

Gray  Catbird 

Dumetella  cardinensis 

Killdeer 

Charadrius  vociferus 

Baltimore  Oriole 

Icterus  galbula 

Orchard  Oriole 

Icterus  spurius 

American  Tree  Sparrow 

Spizella  arborea 

Mourning  Dove 

Zenaida  macroura 

Red-T aiied  Hawk 

Buteo  jamdcensis 

Yellow-Bellied  Flycatcher 

Empidonax  taillH 

Source:  TAMS  field  reconnaissance  of  NWIRP  Calverton 
fenced  area,  May  1996. 
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Table  3.11-7 


Common  Terrestrial  WUdiife  Species 


Common  Name. 

:  SdenttfioName 

Opossum 

Woodchuck 

Weasel 

Whitetail  Deer 

Racoon 

Gray  Squirrel 

Cottontail  Rabbit 

Red  Fox 

Muskrat 

Mink 

DkMpNsevirginiana 
Mamotamonax 
hkistBla  arminea 

OdoooKaus  virghianus 
Pmcyonlotor 

Sdurua  camSnansis 

SyfvMaqus  Iktridanus 

VulpaaMva 

Ondatra  zibefhica 

Mustela  vison 

Source:  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1 989. 

Table  3.11-8 

Peconic  River  Fish  Species 


Common  Name 

Sdentiiic  Name 

Largemouth  Bass 

Chain  Pickerel 

Yellow  Perch 

Brown  Bullhead 

Golden  Shiner 

Pumpkinseed 

Blue^l 

Banded  Sunfish 

Tessellated  Darter 

Swamp  Darter 

Creek  Chub 

f^cropterus  salmoides 
Esoxniger 

Perea  llavescens 

Ictaluivs  nebulosus 
Notemigonus  crysoleucas 
Lepoms  ^bbosus 

Lepomis  macrochirus 
Enneacanthus  obesus 
Etheostoma  olmstedi 
Etheosioma  fusiforme 
SemotHus  atromaculatus 

Source:  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1 989. 
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Outside  the  fenoed  area  and  throughout  Long  Island,  mentality  due  to  hunting  and  incidental  collisions 
with  cars  contributes  to  maintahAing  some  balance  in  the  deo*  population.  Within  the  fenced  area 
(outside  the  runway  deer  enclosure),  these  controls  are  not  present  and  the  deer  population  is  above 
the  site’s  carrying  capacity  (Myers  and  Gaflfoey,  1989). 

The  large  cm-site  deer  population  results  in  ovo’-browsing  of  food  species,  prevents  regeneration  of 
browse  species,  results  in  large  fluctuations  in  the  deer  population,  and  may  contribute  to  a  higher 
inddence  of  Lyme  Disease  (Myws  and  GaflSiey,  1989).  The  faimary  deer  foods  are  grasses,  oak  mast 
and  browse,  and  blueberry  browse.  There  are  few  legumes  and  the  diversity  of  browse  species  is 
minimal. 

Aquatic 

On  NWIRP  Calverton,  the  Peconic  River,  McKay  Lake,  and  seven  pond/wetlands  are  known  to 
support  fisheries,  according  to  NYSDEC  fidi  survey  records  (Myers  and  Gafl&iey,  1989).  Fish  found 
in  the  Peconic  River  are  listed  in  Table  3. 1 1-8.  The  dominant  ^rt  fish  in  the  river  are  bass,  pickerel, 
and  bullheads  (Myers  and  Gafifeey,  1989).  McKay  Lake,  located  within  the  fenced  area,  contains  an 
excellent  quj^ty  fishery,  composed  of  largemouth  bass,  bluegills,  and  pumpkinseeds.  The  seven 
pond/wetlands  supporting  fisheries  include:  North  Pond,  Prestons  Pond,  Third  Pond,  Linus  Pond, 
Sandy  Pond,  Grassy  Pond,  and  Jones  Pond.  These  pond/wetlands  are  connected  by  tributaries  to  the 
Peconic  River.  The  fisheries  in  these  pond-wetlands  are  eliminated  in  dry  years,  but  are  replaced 
naturally  with  fish  fi-om  the  Peconic  River  (Myers  and  Gaffiiey,  1989).  Restocking  occurs  when 
heavy  rains  provide  suffident  runofif  or  flood  waters  fi-om  the  river  backup  to  connect  the  ponds  with 
the  river,  enabling  fish  to  swim  firom  the  river  to  the  ponds.  A  ninth  pond/wetland.  Forest  Pond, 
presumably  contains  fish,  as  it  is  located  between  and  is  connected  to  two  ponds  with  known  fisheries 
(Figure  3. 11-2). 


3.11.3  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Rare  Species 

The  federal  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  passed  in  1973  and  reauthorized  in  the  1988,  protects 
listed  plant  and  animal  species.  The  New  York  State  Environmental  Conservation  Law  protects 
threatened,  endangered,  rare,  and  exploitably  vulnerable  plant  and  animal  species,  and  the  law 
contains  ranked  listings  of  rare  vascular  plants  and  animals  in  New  York  State. 

In  addition,  the  New  Yoric  Natural  Heritage  Program  (NYNHP)  has  prepared  lists  of  rare  plants  and 
animals  in  New  Yoric.  Unless  protected  by  state  cw  federal  regulations,  the  species  on  these  lists  have 
no  legal  protection. 

As  of  1991,  no  federally-listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  were  known  to  reside  within  a  four- 
mi  (ax-km)  radius  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  although  suitable  habitat  exists  for  transient  individuals  of 
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certain  species,  such  as  the  bald  eagle  (NUS,  1995).  However,  several  plants,  amphibians,  insects, 
fish,  and  birds  listed  by  the  State  of  New  Ywk  as  threatened,  aidangered,  rare,  or  of  special  concern 
do  occur  on  NWIRP  Calverton. 

In  1986  and  1987,  a  study  was  undertaken  by  the  NYNHP  to  review  and  determine  the  status  of 
endangered,  threatened,  vulnerable,  and  rare  species  on  NWIRP  Calverton  (NYlpIP,  1987).  The 
study  included  fidd  surveys  to  confirm  the  presence  of  protected  ^lecies.  The  findings  of  this  study 
are  summarized  as  follows; 

•  No  federally-listed  or  candidate  plant  ^>ecies  have  historical  or  current  records; 

No  species  or  habitat  of  federaUy-listed  animal  species  were  iden^ed  on  NWIRP 
Calverton;  howevo",  migrating  species  such  as  the  bald  eagle  occasionally  may  move 
through  the  area; 

•  Twenty-nine  rare  plant  species  have  NYNHP  historical  records  fi'om  the  vicinity  Oj. 
NWIRP  Calverton.  Of  these,  17  have  been  confirmed  since  1984; 

•  The  tiger  salamander,  listed  as  endangered  by  New  York  State,  was  identified  on 
NWIRP  Calverton  (Buffington  1991/Scheibel  1991); 

•  Nineteen  NYNHP-listed  rare  animals  have  been  recorded  historically  firom  the  study 
area.  Of  these,  seven  have  been  confirmed  on  NWIRP  Calverton;  and 

.  Four  additional  songbirds  have  been  confirmed  in  the  vicinity  during  recent  breeding 
Wrd  atlas  surveys  and  suitable  habitat  does  occur  on  NWIRP  Calverton.  None  of  the 
recent  records  represents  federally-listed  species  or  candidate  species. 

Some  occurrence  records  cannot  be  confirmed  in  the  database  due  to  one  of  the  foUowing  reasons 
(NYNHP,  1987);  1)  the  original  location  information  is  sometimes  imprecise  and  the  species  may  not 
have  occurred  on  NWIRP  Calverton;  2)  the  species  was  present  at  the  time  of  the  historical  record, 
but  since  has  been  extirpated;  or  3)  the  species  is  present,  but  was  not  seen  during  the  field  survey. 

Table  3  11-9  lists  the  New  York  State-listed  threatened,  endangered,  and  special-concern  plants 
reported  for  the  NWIRP  Calverton  Area.  Table  3.11-10  provides  the  listed  threatened,  endangered, 
and  special-concern  animals. 

A  total  of  173  rare  animals,  rare  plants,  and  significant  natural  communities  in  the  Peconic  Estuary 
is  documented  in  the  NYNHP  Biological  and  Conservation  Data  System  (Pleuthner,  1995).  The 
Peconic  is  among  the  most  diverse  rivers  in  New  York  and  contains  many  pine  barren  plaiits  and 
animals  that  are  rare  or  absent  elsewhere  in  the  state  (Newton,  undated),  including  at  least  six  rare 
species  offish  and  ^amanders  (NYSDEC,  1987).  Of  the  278  survey  sites  in  the  estuary,  32  high 
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Table  3.11-9 

New  York  State  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Spedal-Concem  Plants 


New  York 
State  Stakis 

Confirm 

Present 

Rare 

No 

Rare 

No 

Endangered 

No 

Unprotected 

No 

Threatened 

No 

Rare 

No 

Rare 

Yes 

Threatened 

No 

Unprotected 

No 

Threatened 

No 

Threatened 

Yes 

Endangered 

No 

Unprotected 

Yes 

Threatened 

No 

Rare 

No 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

No 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Endangered 

Yes 

Endangered 

No 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Rare 

Yes 

Endangered 

Yes 

Yes 

Common  Name 


Sdentific  Name 


Pine-Barrens  Gerardia 
Swamp  Pink 
Silvery  Aster 
Blunt-lobed  Grape  Fern 
Button  Sedge 
Sedge 

Rose  Coreopsis 
Tall  Tick-Clover 
Smooth  Tick-Clover 
Knotted  Spikerush 
Three-Ribbed  Spikerush 
Coppery  St.  John’s-Wort 
St.  John’s-Wort 
Carolina  Redroot 
Slender  Pinweed 
Southern  TwayWade 
Nuttall’s  Lobelia 
Ludwigia 

Comb-Leaved  Mermaid-Weed 
Short-Beaked  Bald-Rush 
Long-Beaked  Bald-Rush 
Drowned  Horned  Rush 
Quill-leaf  Arrowhead 
Reticulated  Nutrush 
Two-Flowered  Bladdenwort 
Fibrous  Bladderwort 
Hiddenfruit  Bladderwort 
Rush  Bladderwort 
Small  Floating  Bladderwort 
Mountain  Bellwort 


Agalinus  virgata 
Arthusa  bulbosa 
Aster  concolor 
Botrychium  muKHidum 
Carex  bullata 
Carex  hormathodes 
Coreopsis  rosea 
Desmodium  glabellum 
Desmodium  laevigatum 
Eieocharis  equisetoides 
Eleocharis  tricostata 
Hypericum  denbculatum 
Hypericum  cSssimulatum 
Lachnanthese  caroliniana 
Lechea  tenuifolia 
Ustera  austalis 
Lobelia  nuttallii 
Ludwigia  sphaerocarpa 
Prosperpinaca  pectinata 
Psilocarya  nitens 
Psilocarya  scirpoides 
Rhynchospora  inundata 
Sagittaria  teres 

Scleria  reticularis  var.  reticularis 
Utricularia  biflora 
Utricularia  fibrosa 
Utricularia  geminiscapa 
Utricularia  juncea 
Utricularia  radiata 
Uvularia  puberula 


Source;  NYNHP,  1987,  as  cited  in  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1989. 
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Table  3.11-10 

New  York  State  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Spedal-Concem  Animals 


Common  N«ne 

liiiiilliiiaiiiiiM 

Northern  Cricket  Frog 

Spotted  Salamander 

Tiger  Salamander 

Grasshopper  Sparrow 

Pine  Barrens  Underwing  Moth 

Common  Nighthawk 

Acadian  Flycatcher 

Lateral  Bluet 

Painted  Bluet 

Barrens  Bluet  Damselfly 

Banded  Sunfish 

Coastal  Barrens  Buckmoth 

Eastern  Hognose  Snake 

Yellow-Breasted  Chat 

Eastern  Mud  Turtle 

Red  Crossbill 

Southern  Sprite 

Vesper  Sparrow 

Southern  Leopard  Frog 

Eastern  Spadefoot 

Eastern  Bluebird 

Regal  Frkililary 

New  England  Cottontail 


Acris  crepitans 
Ambystoma  maculatum 
Amby^oma  Ogrimm 
Ammoctamus  savannarum 
Cabjcala  haroOas  gerhardi 
ChordaUas  minor 
Empidonax  vkascans 
Enallagma  laterale 
Enallagma  pktum 
Enailagma  racurv^um 
Ermeacarrihus  obesus 
HamUeuca  maia  maia 
Heterodon  piatyrhinos 
kteiia  vkans 
Kinostemon  subnibrum 
Loxia  cur\nrostra 
Nehalermia  iptegriconis 
Pooecetes  gramineus 
Rana  sphenocephala 
Scaphiopus  holbrookii 
Sialia  sialis 
Speyeria  idalia 
SyMIagus  tansUionalis 


NewYuki 
jataie  Status 

T 

SC  u 
E 

SC  P 

u 

sc  P 

p 

u 
u 
u 

u  sc 
sc  u 
sc  u 

p 
T 
p 

u 

sc  P 
sc  G 
u 

sc  P 
u 

sc  G 


Cofrfirmed 

f^esance 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

No 
Yes 
No 
? 

No 
? 

? 

7 

No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 


Notes:  E -Endangered 
T  -Threatened 
SC  -  Special  Concern 
P  -  Protected  Wildlife 
U  -  Unprotected 
G  -Game 

?  -  Confirmed  during  Initial,  but  not  subsequent  surveys. 

Source;  NYNHP.  1987,  as  cited  in  Myers  and  Gaffney,  1989;  Pleuthner,  1995. 
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priority  survey  sites  containing  228  element  occurrences  (28  percent  of  the  798  total  occurrences) 
have  been  identified  by  the  NYNHP.  One  of  the  high  priority  rites  is  Sandy  Pond  West,  which  is 
partially  in  the  southwest  buffer  zone  and  partly  off  rite.  Two  additional  high  priority  survey  sites 
occur  offsite,  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  NWERP  Calverton;  Fox  Pond,  adjacent  to  the  eastern 
boundary  of  the  southwest  Ixtffer  zone;  and  Peasys  Pond,  about  one-fifth  mi  (one-third  km)  from  the 
southwest  buffer  zone’s  western  boundary. 

Of  the  52  specks  identified  as  NYNHP-listed  threatened,  endangered,  and  species  of  concern  existing 
on  NWIRP  CalvCTton,  only  sfac  species  (three  plant  and  three  animal  species)  are  located  within  the 
fenced  area  (O’Neill,  1996).  These  sfac  species  occur  in  six  locations  within  the  forested,  or 
unimproved,  vegetation  portion  of  the  fenced  area.  The  tiger  salamander  occurs  in  four  of  the  six 
locations,  once  with  the  spotted  salamander,  onire,  alone,  and  in  three  locations  with  the  Nuttall 
Lobelia,  a  flowering  plant  associated  with  coastal  plain  pond  margins,  swamps,  wet  meadows,  and 
roadrides.  The  rwnaining  three  q)edes  include  two  plants,  the  slender  pinweed,  an  upland  plant  that 
grows  in  sandy  soil,  and  the  rose  coreopsis,  a  wetland  plant  that  is  associated  with  standing  water, 
coastal  plain  pond  shores,  maigjns,  and  wet  depressions;  it  grows  in  damp  sand,  gravel,  or  peat.  The 
third  ^)edes  is  the  coastal  barrens  buckmoth,  a  small  moth  that  is  restricted  to  sandy  pitch  pine/scrub 
oak  barrens. 


3.11.4  Natural  Resource  Management 

There  are  several  natural  resource  management  plans  that  either  have  in  the  past  affected  NWIRP 
Calverton  or  will  in  the  future  guide  resource  management  on  the  site.  Two  of  them,  the  Navy- 
NYSDEC  Cooperative  Agreement  and  the  NWIRP  Calverton  Forest  Resources  Management  Plan, 
are  described  bdow;  the  other  two  are  described  in  their  resource-related  Subchapters  (i.e.,  the  Pine 
Barrens  Plan  in  Subchapter  4.1,  Land  Use,  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  in  Subchapter  4. 10, 
Water  Quality  and  Hydrology). 

Navy  -  NYSDEC  Cooperative  Agreement 

In  1965,  the  Navy  entered  into  a  Cooperative  Agreement  with  the  NYSDEC  Division  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife  for  public  recreational  use  of  most  of  the  NWIRP  Calverton  buffer  zone  lands.  Hunting, 
fishing,  trapping,  dog  training,  dog  field  trials,  and  other  uses  are  allowed  under  a  state  permit  (under 
authority  of  Public  Laws  85-337  and  86-797)  (Myers  and  Gaffney,  1989).  The  Navy  also  issues 
licenses  to  military  reserve  units,  dog  trainers,  and  the  Boy  Scouts  for  use  of  the  property.  Four  tracts 
of  cropland  totaling  41 1  acres  (166  hectares)  were  leased  through  1994  to  agricultural  outleasers,  and 
a  few  other  small  tracts  are  leased  to  other  parties  (Myers  and  Gafffaey,  1989;  Braun,  1995).  The 
remainder  of  the  buffer  zones  is  covered  under  the  terms  of  the  Cooperative  Agreement.  The 
NYSDEC  issues  permits  under  the  agreement  to  control  access  to  the  buffer  zone  lands. 
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The  southwest  and  southeast  buffer  zones  are  predominantly  forested.  The  610-acre  (247-he^e) 
north  buffer  zone  contains  agricul^jral  land  that  was  outleased  to  local  fanners  and  commercial  forest 

land. 


A  nominal  user  fee  is  charged  by  the  NYSDEC  for  parking  at  the  bi^er  zonei^  Ae  revenue  from 
which  is  used  for  the  continued  development  and  improvement  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  on 
these  areas  (Myere  and  Gaflfeey,  1989).  Under  the  agreement,  NYSDEC  prep^es  ten-year  plaiw  that 
identify  devetopment  and  wildlife  habitat  improvements  to  be  undertaken  m  the  buffw  zones.  The^ 
plans  art  prepared  to  be  compatible  with  the  Navy’s  Forest  Resource  Management  Plan.  Under  he 
plans,  dearings  have  been  created  in  the  forested  areas  to  establish  food  and  cover  plots  for  wildlife 
as  part  of  the  habitat  improvement  plan. 

In  the  1980s,  the  current  ten-year  plan  was  chang^  to  authorize  the  use  of  off-road  vehicles  (trail 
bikes)  in  the  south  end  of  the  southeast  buffer  zone.  The  use  was  approv^  initially  on  a  one-ye^ 
trial  At  the  end  of  the  trial  year,  the  use  area  was  inspected  for  environmental  impacts.  A 
determination  was  made  that  the  level  of  impact  was  acceptable,  when  combm^  wth  restoration 
projects  voluntarily  undertaken  by  the  users  (Myers  and  Gafl&iey,  1989).  NYSDEC  and  the  Navy 
periodically  inspect  the  areas  of  use  for  impacts  and  adjust  the  use  in  accordance  with  conditions 

found. 

Heavy  use  of  the  buffer  zones  for  fishing  and  hunting  occurs  in  the  spring  and  fall.  The  heaviest  use 
is  during  hunting  season,  which  usually  runs  from  October  to  February.  It  includes  various  hunting 
seasons  for  waterfowl,  pheasant,  quail,  grouse,  rabbit,  squirrel,  deer,  and  woodcock.  The  deer  season 
is  divided  into  archery  and  shotgun  seasons. 


NYSDEC  has  issued  woodcutting  permits  to  the  public  for  cutting  selected  trees  for  firew<^.  TWs 
system  facilitates  development  of  the  clearings  for  wildlife  foodplots  and  as  salvage  for  other 
operations  (Myers  and  Gaflfiiey,  1989).  Fishing  for  pickerel,  largemouth  bass,  and  panfish  is  done  on 
a  permit  basis  in  the  Peconic  River  and  in  the  ponds  of  the  Southwest  Buffer  Zone. 


NWIRP  Calverton  Forest  Resource  Management  Plan 

It  is  the  poUcy  of  the  Navy  (NAVFACINST  1 1015.9A)  that  aU  faciUties  having  the  potenti^  for 
commercial  timber  production  shall  have  programs  for  the  conservation  and  management  of  forest 
resources.  Forest  resource  management  includes  activities  such  as  timber  m^gement  ^  forest 
admirastration,  reforestation,  timber  stand  improvement,  access  road  construction  and  maintenance, 
and  fire  protection. 

The  Natural  Resources  Branch  of  Northern  Division  Naval  Facilities  ^^8***®®*^8  ^°remmd 
(NORTHNAVFACENGCOM)  prepared  a  long-term  Forest  Resource  Management  Plan  for  NWIRP 
Calverton  in  1987,  with  the  cooperation  of  Rutgers  University.  It  also  prepared  amual  increments 
to  the  plan  for  tasks  such  as  timber  stand  improvement  and  planting  of  seedlings  for  reforestation. 
Timber  stands  suitable  for  harvest  are  advertised  for  bids  for  sale  of  these  forest  products. 
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3.12  Petroleum  and  Hazardous  Materials 

3.12.1  Hazardous  Waste  Generation 

NWIRP  CalvertcMi  ceased  operations  in  Fetnuaiy  1996.  Hence,  no  hazardous  waste  from  operations 
is  curraitfy  being  generated.  During  its  operation  from  1952  to  1996,  NWIRP  Calverton  operations 
and  maintenance  activities  generated  wastes  classified  as  hazardous  under  federal  and  New  York 
State  regulations,  including; 

•  Waste  halogenated  solvents; 

•  Waste  non-halogenated  solvents; 

•  Photo  waste; 

•  Waste  jet  fuel; 

•  Oil  and  water  waste; 

•  Cleaning  absorbent  waste; 

•  Paint  stripping  and  metal  finishing  rinse  waters; 

•  Residue  and  dd)ris; 

•  Industrial  wastewater  treatment  sludge; 

•  Waste  sulfuric  acid; 

•  Spent  batteries;  and 

•  packs  of  acute  hazardous  waste,  offspec  material,  and  non-asbestos  asphalt. 

Hazardous  waste  was  generated  from  aircraft  maintenance,  assembly,  and  support  operations 
throughout  the  installation,  collected  at  undocumented  accumulations  points,  and  stored  in  SS-gallon 
(208-liter)  drums  or  2S0-gallon  (946-liter)  bowsers  (mobile  fuel  tank  and  pipe  used  for  refueling 
aircraft).  The  waste  was  periodically  transported  to  the  permitted  hazardous  waste  storage  facility 
(Bldg  329)  \n4iere  it  was  consolidated  and  prepared  for  shipment  to  a  permitted  Treatment,  Storage 
and  Disposal  (TSD)  facility.  All  halogenated  and  non-halogenated  solvents  were  sent  to  an  ofi-site 
frcility  for  reprocessing  and  kiln  burning.  Industrial  wa.stewater  was  treated  on-site  at  the  Industrial 
Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (Bldg  3 16). 


3.12.2  Hazardous  Waste  Storage 

As  required  by  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  of  1976,  the  US  Navy  and 
Grumman  obtained  a  Hazardous  Waste  and  Solid  Waste  Amendment  (HSWA)  Permit  and  a  New 
York  State  Part  373  Hazardous  Management  Permit  for  the  treatment,  storage,  and  disposal  of 
hazardous  substances.  A  HSWA  Permit  was  issued  on  April  13, 1992  that  included  an  assessment 
of  Solid  Waste  Management  Units  (SWMUs),  Areas  of  Concern  (AOCs),  requirements  for  further 
investigations,  waste  minimization  requirements,  land  disposal  restrictions,  and  organic  air  emissions 
standards.  A  Part  373  Hazardous  Management  Permit  was  issued  by  the  New  York  State 
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Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  on  March  25, 

00013/0001-0)  for  the  operation  of  a  hazardous  warte  conl^  stor^e  fac^ty  A  has 

nermh  outlined  wocedures  governing  the  operation  and  final  closure  of  this  facihty.  The  USEPA  has 
Sn^pSa^AS^umber*^3995198)  dated  May  11, 1992  for  the  operaOon 
of  this  fecility.^uWA  supports  NYSDEC  in  its  oversight  activities.  The  requirements  of  both 
permits  are  the  same,  although  the  terminology  and  format  vary. 


3.12.3  Previous  Hazardous  Waste  Investigations 

The  US  Navy’s  Installation  Restoration  (IR)  Program  is  designed  to  identify  contamination  of  Navy 
and  Marine  Corps  lands/fecilities  resulting  fi-om  past  operations  and  to  institote  measures, 

as  needed  There  are  typically  four  distinct  stages  in  the  IR  Program,  which  are  bsted  below. 


Steget  of  ItMtoratioB  Pn^run  *t  NWIRP  Calvorteii 

t  hi  flwPrdaniwity  Assessor  fonaerlylaKWwa  a$  the  Wtiia  Assessment  Stofy  0AS). 
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^  _ at  A  Psw^titv  iinf!  ^velobs OT 

Iimisgg^kio/Fe^  Studjr 
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Staf^  4  is  the  Collective  i 

The  US  Navy  has  conducted  several  studies  to  evaluate  past  disposal  sites  and  prartices  at  NWIRP 
Calverton.  The  first  study  performed,  the  Initial  Assessment  Study  (IAS),  identified  six  weas  of 
potential  concern  (NEESA,  1986).  The  IAS  recommended  that  a  Site  Investigation^  P® 

^only  four  of  the  six  areas.  Those  four  sites  are  listed  below  and  are  shown  on  Figure  3.12-1 

(Installation  Assessment  Study  Sites). 


Site  1,  Northeast  Pond  disposal  area; 

Site  2,  Fire  rescue  training  area; 

Site  4,  Picnic  grounds  disposal  area;  and 
Site  6,  Fuel  calibration/engine  run-up  area. 


A  Site  Investigation  (SI)  performed  under  the  US  Navy  Comprehensive  Long-T^  ^viromMtal 
Action  Navy  (CLE/^  Program  conducted  sampling  at  these  areas  and  at  an  additional  area,  Site  / 
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Fuel  Depot  Area  (US  Navy,  1992).  Site  6  was  divided  into  three  areas:  Site  6A,  Fuel  Calibration 
Area;  Site  6B,  Fngine  Runup  Area;  and  Site  6C,  South  End  of  Runway  32-14  (Figure  3.12-1).  The 
SI  Aiiminat#v<  sites  4, 6B,  and  6C  from  further  oxisideration  based  on  freld  sampling  results.  A  more 
detailed  investigation  was  recommended  for  the  renudning  four  sites  where  environmental 
contamination  was  confirmed  (Site  1,  Site  2,  Site  6A,  and  Site  7). 

A  RCRA  Facility  Investigation  (RFI)  was  completed  for  Sites  1,  2,  6A,  and  7  in  1995  (US  Navy, 
August  1995).  A  brief  overview  of  each  site  is  provided  bdow: 

•  Site  1.  the  Northeast  Pond  Disposal  Area-  was  used  for  the  disposal  of  demolition 
ddms  such  as  concrete,  brick,  wood,  and  other  construction  material.  When  it  was 
closed  in  1984  a  final  soil  cover  was  placed  over  the  material.  The  RFI  detected 
contamination  in  surface  soils,  sediments,  groundwater,  and  surface  water. 
Contaminants  included  metals,  VOCs,  semivolatile  organic  compounds  (SVOCs), 
pestiddes,  and  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs).  Contamination  is  suspected  to  be 
linked  to  contaminated  soil  (fill). 

•  Site  2.  the  Firp;  Traininp  Area-  was  used  by  Grumman  and  Navy  crash  rescue  crews 
as  a  training  area  beginning  in  1955.  The  soils  are  contaminated  with  VOCs, 
semivolafrle  organics  (including  polyaromatic  hydrocarbons  [PAHs]  and  phthalates), 
nwtak  PCBs,  and  pesticides.  Groundwata-  is  contaminated  with  VOCs,  and  floating 
fi'ee  product  has  been  identified  on  site. 

•  Site  6A-  the  Fiid  Calibration  Area-  was  used  in  the  testing  of  aircraft  fuel  and  engine 
systems.  Aircraft  fuel  delivery  systems  were  pressurized  with  fuel  in  the  calibration 
area  to  test  for  leaks.  The  testing  may  have  resulted  in  frequent  small  fuel  spills  to  the 
area’s  pavemoit.  VOCs,  PAHs,  and  phthalates  were  detected  in  the  soils.  The  fuel- 
contaminated  area  appears  to  be  localized  to  an  area  immediately  south  of  the 
concrete  pad.  Groundwater  was  found  to  be  contaminated  by  VOCs,  and  floating 
fi^ee  product  was  identified  at  the  site. 

•  Site  7.  the  Fuel  Depot  Area-  was  used  for  the  storage  and  distribution  of  fuel 
products,  such  as  JP-4  and  JP-5  jet  fuel,  at  the  activity.  Fuels  were  stored  in 
underground  storage  tanks  and  then  transferred  to  trucks  for  use  in  the  flight 
preparation  areas  of  the  facility.  These  activities  have  resulted  in  groundwater 
contamination  by  fuels,  which  may  have  occurred  by  tank  and  pipe  leakage, 
overfilling,  and  spills. 

The  RCRA  RFI  included  a  baseline  human  health  risk  assessment  for  each  of  the  four  sites 
investigated  (Sites  1,  2,  6A,  and  7)  to  determine  potential  health  risks.  For  current  exposures, 
maintenance  workers  were  evaluated  and  a  residential  land  use  scenario  was  assumed  for  future 
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exposure.  A  basdine  ecological  risk  assessment  was  also  performed  for  the  Northeast  Pond  Disposal 
Area  (Site  1).  These  risk  assessments  were  performed  to  determine  if  any  unacceptable  risks  (i.e., 
above  target  risk  levels)  are  present  at  NWIRP  Calverton,  and  if  so.  to  provide  an  estimate  of  then- 
magnitude.  The  results  of  these  ride  assessments  are  summarized  in  Table  3.12-1. 

Under  the  current  condhkms  wily  the  Fire  Training  Area  (Site  2)  has  calculated  risks  above  the  target 
levels.  These  risks  are  attributable  to  polychlorinated  biphenyl  compounds  (PCBs),  benzo  (b) 
flouranthene,  and  benzo  (a)  pyrene. 

Under  a  l^pothetical  fiiture  residential  land  use  scenario  all  four  of  the  sites  investigated  in  the  August 
1995  RFI  had  the  potential  for  unacceptable  health  effects  from  contact  wth  soils  and  domestic  use 
of  groundwater.  Contaminants  in  the  surfece  water  airfsediments  of  Site  1-  Northeast  Pond  Disposal 
Area  have  the  potential  to  cause  adverse  impacts  to  the  biological  community  of  the  area. 

A  RCRA  Facilities  Assessment  (RFA)  performed  for  NWIRP  Calverton  identified  four  additional 
areas  with  environmental  concerns  (US  Navy,  March  1995).  These  areas  are  shown  on  Figure  3.12-1: 

•  Site  8,  Coal  pile  storage  area; 

•  Site  9,  Electronic  countermeasures  area; 

•  Site  10,  Cesspool/leach  field  areas;  and 

•  Site  11,  Fixture  storage  area. 

No  further  action  was  recommended  at  Site  11,  but  further  investigation  was  reconunended  for  Sites 
8, 9,  and  10.  Site  10  consists  of  22  cesqxx)Is/leach  fields  associated  with  various  industrial  buildings 
in  the  south-central  part  of  the  fmced  pwtion  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  known  as  the  Cantonment  Area. 
A  prdiminary  screening  dinunated  concerns  over  most  of  the  areas,  but  two  buildings  in  Site  10  were 
recommended  for  further  .sampling.  These  areas  were  named  Site  lOA  Jet  Fuel  Systems  Lab  (Bldg. 
06-1 1),  and  Site  lOB,  Engine  Test  House  (Bldg.  06-18). 

A  supplemental  RFA  was  performed  (US  Navy,  April  1996)  to  confirm  the  presence  or  absence  of 
contamination  at  four  of  the  sites  investigated  during  the  initial  RFA-Sampling  Visit.  Two  additional 
sites  were  added  to  help  define  the  limit  of  groundwater  contamination.  The  supplemental  RFA 
included  the  following  five  areas  within  NWIRP  Calverton  and  one  area  outside  of  NWIRP 
Calverton: 


•  Site  8,  Coal  pile  storage  area; 

•  Site  9,  Electronic  countermeasures  area; 

•  Site  lOA  Jet  fuel  system  lab; 

•  Site  lOB,  Engine  test  house; 

•  Southern  area;  and 

•  Swan  Lake  Golf  Course  (outside  of  NWIRP  Calverton). 
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Table  3.12-1 

Potential  Human  Health  and  Ecological  Risks  at  NWIRP  Calverton 


Site 

Hiiinan  Health  (tencama 

Currant  Putera 

Eeoioglettf  Concerns 

Site  1:  Northeast 

Pond  Disposal  Area 

None 

Future  residential  use: 
unacceptable  risks  from 
direct  contact  with  soils 
and  domestic  use  of 
groundwater 

Adverse  impacts  to 
aquatic  life  arxl  other 
pond  inhabitants  is 
possible 

Site  2:  Fire  Training 
Area 

Unacceptable  risks  from 
contact  with  surface 
soils 

Future  residential  use: 
unacceptable  risks  from 
direct  contact  with  soils 
and  domestic  use  of 
groundwater 

Not  evaluated 

SiteSA:  Fuel 
Calibration  Area 

None 

Future  residential  use: 
unacceptable  risks  from 
direct  contact  with  soils 
and  domestic  use  of 
groundwater 

Not  evaluated 

Site?:  Fuel  Depot 
Area 

None 

Future  residential  use: 
unacceptable  risks  from 
direct  contact  with  soils 
and  domestic  use  of 
groundwater 

Not  evaluated 

Source:  US  Navy,  August  1995. 
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Only  trace  levels  of  conqxxinds  were  fixind  at  Sites  8  and  9.  The  levels  detected  in  the  soils  at  these 
sites  were  generally  below  federal  and  state  action  levels,  as  weU  as  the  compounds  in  the 
groundwater  at  Site  8.  At  Site  9,  the  levels  of  chemicals  (VOCs)  in  the  groundwater  sUghUy  exc^s 
the  federal  MCLs  for  acceptable  drinking  water  quality  and  may  require  some  level  of  remediation, 
especially  if  groundwater  in  this  area  is  to  be  used  for  residential  (domestic)  purposes. 

A  source  of  VOC  cmitamination  was  not  identified  at  the  southern  area,  where  it  was  suspected  that 
a  source  of  VOCs  was  contributing  to  the  contamination  in  a  nearby  county  well  located 

downgradient. 

VOC  contamination  has  been  confirmed  at  the  fenceline  downgradient  of  Site  2  and  h^  likely  moved 
across  Swan  Pond  Road  into  the  area  of  the  Swan  Lake  Golf  Course.  An  offsite  investigation  is 
planned  for  this  area  during  the  late  1996/early  1997  timeframe. 

Petroleum-based  contamination  at  Sites  lOA  and  lOB  appeared  to  be  restricted  to  fmly  localized 
areas.  Additional  investigations  are  required  at  Site  lOAto  ferther  delineate  contamination,  but  there 
appears  to  be  sufficient  information  to  proceed  to  a  removal  action  at  Site  lOB. 

A  Basewide  Phase  I  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS)  inspected  Navy-owned  buildings  and 
areas  in  the  NWIRP  Calverton  complex  operated  by  the  Navy  (US  Navy,  October  1995).  The  EBS 
divided  NWIRP  Calverton  into  five  zones  for  the  purpose  of  reporting  data  figure  3.12-2, 
Installation  Restoration  Zones).  Each  zone  is  described  in  Table  3.12-2.  The  EBS  identified  areas 
that  require  further  investigation. 

A  Phase  n  Field  Sampling  Work  Plan  has  been  prepared  for  areas  selected  for  sampling  (US  Navy, 
March  1996).  These  areas  are  Navy-owned  buildings  in  Zone  I  and  all  areas  identified  in  the  EBS 
in  Zones  n  through  V  (Table  3. 12-3).  Many  areas  in  Zone  I  are  being  addressed  independently  by 
the  Northrop  Grumman  Corporation.  The  media  that  will  be  sampled  include  surface  soil,  subsurface 
soil,  groundwater,  surface  water,  and  sediments. 

Only  the  n^dia  suspected  of  contamination  in  each  area  will  be  tested.  Contaimnants  to  be  tested  for 
include  VOCs,  SVOCs,  metals,  pesticides,  and  herbiddes.  Metfia  will  be  tested  for  contaminants  that 
are  suspected  to  be  present  based  on  prior  or  current  use,  anecdotal  evidence,  or  field  observations. 

Groundwater  Investigations 

NWIRP  Calverton  served  approximately  2800  workers  with  potable  water  fi-om  three  production 
wells.  The  wells  are  located  in  a  line  approximately  2,500  to  2,750  ft  north  of  the  south  gate, 
jq)proximatdy  500  ft  (152  m)  west  of  the  roadway  (Figure  3.12-1).  The  three  wells  are  in  the  upper 
gladal  aquifer  (Subch^ter  3. 10.2)  and  have  depths  ranging  from  140  to  146  ft  (43  to  45  m)  below 
the  surface  and  capacities  of  between  1,000  to  1,100  gallons  per  minute  (gpm).  Wells  No.  2  and  3 
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were  removed  frwn  service  on  December  5, 1989  and  April  23, 1991,  re^iectivdy,  because  of  volatile 
organic  contamination  (US  Navy,  August  1995).  Well  service  was  reinstated  after  the  Grumman 
Corporation  installed  an  activated  carbon  treatment  ^stem  to  address  the  VOC  contamination. 

Ifistorically,  higher  concratrations  of  1,1,1-trichloroethane  and  fi’eon-l  13  (greater  than  five  Mg/1) 
have  been  detected  in  production  wells.  Northrop  Grumman  added  a  carbon  filtration  unit  to  treat 
the  productkm  water  (xior  to  use.  The  Broc^diaven  National  Laboratory,  located  approximately  two 
mi  (three  km)  southwest  ofNWIRP  Calvertcm,  had  two  of  its  production  wells  removed  from  service 
in  1989  because  concentrations  of  1,1,1-trichloroethane  were  detected  above  the  New  York  State 
Drinking  Water 

Standard  of  5  Mg/1-  These  wdls  were  located  3.5  and  3.6  mi  (5.6  and  5.8  km)  southwest  of 
CalvCTton.  In  addition,  sampling  by  the  Suffolk  County  has  detected  volatile  organic  contamination 
in  well  No.  51591,  located  southeast  of  the  south  gate,  over  the  last  17  years  (Robbins,  1996). 


3.12.4  Compliance  Program  Status 

An  Environmental  Compliance  Evaluation  (ECE)  ofNWIRP  Calverton  was  conducted  1995  (US 
Navy,  1995)  in  order  to  identify  and  document  instances  of  non-compliance  (deficiencies);  provide 
specific  recommendations  to  achieve  compliance;  and  provide  to  the  Operations  Contractor’s 
Environmental  Manager  an  overall  assessment  of  the  installation’s  compliance  posture. 

A  Basewide  Phase  I  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS)  was  also  performed  in  1995  to  identify, 
to  the  extent  feasible,  recognized  environmental  conditions  in  connection  with  real  property  (US 
Navy,  1995).  The  environmental  regulatory  issues  summarized  below  are  based  on  information 
contained  in  the  ECE  and  EBS. 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  Corrective  Action  Program 

The  HSWA  permit  issued  on  April  13, 1992  included  an  assessment  of  SWMUs,  AOCs,  requirements 
for  further  investigations,  waste  minimization  requirements,  land  disposal  restrictions,  and  organic 
air  emiiwinns  standards.  RCRA  Facility  Investigations  were  recommended  for  two  SWMUs  and  one 
AOC,  and  RCRA  Facility  Assessments  were  recommended  for  one  SWMU  and  one  AOC.  These 
investigations  were  performed  and  are  discussed  in  Subchapter  3.12.3. 
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Table  3.12-2 

Description  of  EBS  Zones  at  NWIRP  Calverton 


Zone  !•  Fenced  Ai»a.  Zone  I  encompasses  approximately  2,923  acres  (1,183  hectares)  of  land  and 
building  leased  by  the  Navy  to  Grumman.  Nearly  all  mission-related  activities  at  NWIRP  Calverton  have 
taken  place  In  Zone  I,  while  the  other  zones  have  latflely  served  as  undeveloped  ^ffer  lands. 
surrounded  by  a  chain-link  perimeter  fence.  It  is  bounded  to  the  south  by  Grurnman^ul^rd,  to  the  west 
by  Wading  River  Manor  Road,  and  to  the  north  by  New  York  Route  25  (Middle  County  Road).  Zon^ 
includes  an  area  of  hangers,  shops,  and  administrativo  buildings  In  the  Industrial  core,  two  mnways,  and 
several  other  facWlies  scattered  within  a  largely  wooded  perimeter. 


Zone  I:  Southeast  Buffer  Zone.  Zone  If  consists  of  about  1,703  acres  (689  hectares)  of  land  extending 
southeast  from  the  eastern  end  of  the  too  mnways  (Runway  32-14).  The  land  north  of  Gmmman  Boulevard 
is  leased  to  a  local  farmer.  Most  of  Zone  II  is  woodland. 


Zone  ■:  Soirthwest  Buffer  Zone.  Zone  III  covers  approximately  812  acres  (329  hectares)  of  land  exterrding 
southwest  from  the  western  end  of  the  two  runways  (Runway  5-23).  Nearly  all  of  Zone  III  Is  woodland. 


Zone  IV‘  Northvwest  Buffer  Zone.  Zone  IV  includes  about  140  acres  (57  hectares)  bounded  by  Route  25 
to  the  south.  Route  25A  (Parker  Road)  to  the  north  and  east,  and  toe  Calverton  National  Cemetery  to  toe 
west.  This  land  was  previously  leased  to  a  local  farmer;  however  it  was  idle  in  toe  1995 
The  wooded  areas  interspersed  among  the  outleased  cropland  are  managed  for  public  hunting  by  NYSDEC. 


Zone  V:  Northeast  Buffer  Zone.  Zone  V  encompasses  approximately  470  acres  (190  hectares)  of 
northeast  of  Route  25A.  Two  areas  of  cropland  in  Zone  V  are  presently  leased  to  a  local  farmer,  and  toe 
remaining  land  is  woodland. 


Source:  US  Navy,  October  1995. 
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Table  3.12-3 


Areas  of  Potential  Environmental  Concern  Inducted  in  the  Phase  II  Field  Sampling  Plan 


Area 

ReasitefbrConcem 

Zono 

Land  area  north  of  A/C  engine  run- 
in  building  (Bldgs  296  and  307) 

Stormwater  runoff  may  have  carried  leaked  jet  fuel 
from  buUding  to  adjacent  area  of  soil. 

1 

Pistol  range  (Bldg  232) 

Bullet  fragments  in  surface  soil  and  sand  pile  at  south 
end  of  range 

1 

PHghtlines  Number  1  and  2 

Suspected  presence  of  jet  fuel  under  concrete 

1 

Ponds  east  of  cantonment  area 
(Runway  Portds  1 ,2,  and  3) 

Receives  stormwater  from  Cantonment  Area  and 
Flightiine  number  1 

1 

Former  skeet  range 

Shell  fragments  from  former  skeet  shooting  activity 

1 

Sprayer  staging  area  near  Bldg 

260 

Used  to  load  pesticides  into  farm  equipment 

II 

Irrigaiion  pump  on  Peconic  River 
and  aboveground  storage  tank 

Anecdotal  evidence  of  oil  sheens  on  water  in  river 

II 

Potato  bam  (Bldg  222) 

Empty  55-  gallon  drums  reportedly  removed  from 
around  the  bam  by  volunteer  cleanup  in  May  1995 

III 

Pesticide  dump  area 

Location  of  discarded  pesticide  containers,  mostly 
removed  during  a  volunteer  cleanup  in  May  1995 

■1 

Bum  site  for  tire  and  other  debris 

Bum  site  for  old  tires  and  other  debris 

IH 

AST  east  of  VORTAC  station  and 
abandoned  well 

Poor  condition  of  AST 

IV 

Source:  US  Navy,  March  1996. 
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Above-ground  Storage  Tanks  (ASTs) 

There  are  25  active  ASTs  and  one  removed  AST  associated  with  fecilities  inspected  in  the  fenced  area 
of  Zone  1.  In  addition,  agricultural  outleasers  maintain  diesel  fiiel  ASTs  (under  500-gallon  [1893- 
liter]  capacity)  in  the  agricultural  outlease  areas  and  there  is  a  5,000-gallon  (18,930-liter)  AST 
containing  No.  2  fuel  oil  at  the  Transmitter  Building  at  Terry  Hill  was  removed  (Ohlman,  1996). 

Polychloriaated  Biphenyls  (PCBs) 

There  are  three  PCB-containing  (.500  ppm)  transformers  that  ronain  at  the  Calverton  site,  but  only 
one  is  still  active  (T21).  There  are  three  PCB-contaminated  (<500  ppm)  transformers  that  remain 
at  the  CalvertOTi  she,  but  again,  only  one  remains  active  (T1 14).  Rnally,  there  are  six  pole-mounted 
transformers  that  still  exist  at  Calverton  and  only  one  of  these  remains  active  (T132).  These  six  pole- 
mounted  transformers  have  not  been  tested,  but  are  assumed  to  be  PCB-contaminated. 

Lead 

No  facilities  have  been  inspected  for  lead-based  paint  (LBP).  However,  it  should  be  assumed  that 
all  fecilities  constructed  prior  to  the  implementation  of  the  DoD  ban  on  the  use  of  LBP  in  1978  are 
likely  to  contain  one  or  more  coats  of  such  paint. 

Pesticides 

Prior  to  the  Northrop  Grumman  shutdown  in  February  1996,  it  was  reported  that  pesticides  were 
applied  at  NWIRP  Calverton  by  a  contractor  and  were  not  stored  at  the  facility.  It  is  possible, 
however,  that  short-term  storage  and  mixing  did  occur.  The  ECE  found  the  pesticide  program  had 
no  As  part  of  the  Environmental  Baseline  Surv^r,  the  Navy  is  planning  to  sample  several 

ponds,  both  within  and  outside  the  fenceline,  for  the  presence  of  pesticides. 

Asbestos 

An  installation-wide  survey  for  asbestos  contruning  material  was  conducted  by  both  the  Northrop 
Grununan  Corporation  and  by  NORTHDIV. 


3.12.5  Summary 

The  Town  of  Riverhead’s  Community  Development  Agency  (CD A)  was  given  authority  to  r^ive 
title  to  NWIRP  Calverton  from  the  US  Navy  via  Public  Law  103-c337.  A  Finding  of  Suitability  to 
Transfer  (FOST)  must  be  issued  before  property  transfer.  This  involves  the  identification  of 
uncontaminated  property.  As  defined  by  the  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act 
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(CERFA),  an  uncontaminated  property  is  any  real  property  on  which  no  hazardous  substances  or 
petrolftim  i»x)ducts  and  their  dedvadves  Cindu^  aviation  fiiel  and  motor  oil)  were  stored  for  more 
than  one  year,  and  further,  no  known  releases  or  di^sals  have  been  associated  with  the  property. 
The  EBS  assigned  each  building  and  area  of  land  on  NWIRP  Calverton  to  one  of  seven  categories 
described  in  Table  3. 12-4.  The  clasafication  of  all  areas  at  Calverton  is  provided  in  Figure  3.12-3 
(Classification  of  IR  Program  Areas).  If  release  or  disposal  of  hazardous  substances,  hazardous 
wastes,  and^cM*  petrcdeum  {Moducts  are  confirmed  in  an  area,  CcMnjx'diaisive  Environmental  Response 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  and/or  Resource  Conservation  aiKl  Recovery  Act 
(RC^)  requirements  must  be  met  prior  to  property  transfer. 

The  majority  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  uncontaminated  prop«ty,  with  most  of  the  areas  of  concern 
located  in  tte  fenced  area  (Zone  I)  where  the  majority  of  maintenance  and  operation  activities 
occurred.  Investigations  and  corrective  actions  for  these  areas  are  ongoing.  Zones  H,  HI,  and  V 
include  several  anall  areas  where  additional  evaluation  is  required,  and  Zone  V  contains  one  area 
where  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  have  been  stored,  but  no  release  has  occurred. 
Since  NWIRP  Calverton  ceased  operations  in  February  1996,  no  additional  areas  of  concern  are 
anticipated. 
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Table  3.12-4 

Environmental  CondMion  Categories 

Category  1-  Areas  where  no  storage,  release,  disposal,  or  migralion  of  hazardous  substances  or 
petroleum  products  has  occurred. 

Category  2-  Areas  where  only  storage  of  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  has  occurred. 


Category  3-  Areas  of  contamination  below  action  levete. 

Category  4-  Areas  of  known  contamination  where  remedial  or  removal  actions  have  been  taken. 


Category  5-  Areas  of  known  contamination  where  remedial  or  removal  actions  are  underway. 

Category  8-  Areas  of  known  contamination  where  no  remedial  or  removal  actions  have  yet  been 
initiated. 


Category  7-  Areas  requiring  further  investigation. 


Source:  US  Navy.  October  1995. 
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4  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND 
ALTERNATIVES 


This  chapter  pre^ts  a  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  that  would  result  from  the  disposal  and 
reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton  based  on  the  locally  developed  raise  plan  and  two  redevelopment 
ahonadves.  Chapter  4  is  organized  in  a  parallel  fashion  to  Chapter  3.  Subchapters  4. 1  through  4. 12 
address  the  potential  oivirotunaital  impacts  for  eadi  of  the  resource  categories  due  to  implementation 
of  the  four  alternatives; 

•  No  action; 

•  Calverton  Enterprise  Parle  Reuse  Plan; 

•  Calverton  Enterprir “  Park/Raceway  Alternative;  and 

•  Peconic  Village  Alternative. 

Subchapter  4.13  discusses  cumulative  impacts  of  disposal  and  reuse. 

The  proposed  Reuse  Plan  of  the  town  of  Riverhead  provides  overall  development  goals  and 
objectives,  including  general  types  of  development  (e.g.,  industrial,  commercial,  theme  attraction, 
etc.)  ai^  the  acreage  a^or  floor  area  for  each  generd  category  of  land  use  (Chapter  2).  However, 
specifre  developments  within  the  land  use  categories  are  uncertain  and  much  will  depend  upon 
emerging  market  opportunities.  This  situation  has  necessitated  two  levels  of  impact  analysis  - 
quantitative  and  qu^tative. 

Quantitative  analyses  were  conducted  wherever  possible  for  those  aspects  of  the  alternatives  that  are 
essentially  a  function  of  the  number  of  employees  and/or  square  feet  of  development.  For  example, 
employment  impacts,  intersection  analyses  of  future  traffic,  motor  vehicle-related  air  and  noise 
impacts,  and  sanitary  wastewater  loads  are  discussed  quantitatively.  However,  these  calculations 
would  change  should  the  amount  type,  timing  and  other  aspects  of  the  action  alternatives  be 
modified. 

Qualitative  analyses  were  conducted  for  those  proposed  alternative  components  that  cannot  be 
specified  at  this  time.  For  example,  specific  building  renovation  and  site  layout  plans  have  not  yet 
been  devdoped  and  specific  related  impacts  can  only  be  discussed  qualitatively.  Similarly,  although 
sanitary  wa^ewater  loads  can  be  quantified  at  this  time,  industrial  wastewater  loads  and  air  emissions 
cannot,  since  the  specific  type  and  requirements  of  such  future  uses  are  unknown.  However,  the 
qualitative  analyses  present^  do  identify  sensitive  environmental  issues  that  need  to  be  addressed, 
and  describe  the  types  of  permits  (and  their  requirements)  that  must  be  obtained. 

The  impact  analysis  of  the  alternatives  listed  above  is  based  on  the  assumption  of  full  project 
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implementation  over  a  20-year  timeframe. 

4.1  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

As  discussed  in  Subdiq)ta’  1.1,  landswithinthe  fence  maybe  disposed  oftothetownofRiverhe^. 
Lands  outside  the  fence  (the  buffer  zones)  may  also  be  disposed  to  the  NYSDEC.  Lepslation 
mandates  that  these  buffer  lands  remain  in  their  natural  state.  Therefore,  implementation  of  any  of 
the  action  alternatives  for  the  area  within  the  fence  would  have  no  direct  land  use  effect  on  the 

buffers. 


4.1.1  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  (representing  future  baseline  conditions),  NWIRP  Calverton  would 
be  retained  in  ownership  by  the  federal  government.  No  reuse  or  redevelopment  would  occur  at  the 
facility.  NWIRP  Calverton  land  and  facilities  within  the  fence  in  the  Town  of  Riverhead  would  be 
vacated  and  closed  in  accordance  with  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Facility  Layaway  ^ 
Caretaker  Standards  (Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  September  1994).  All  GOCO  activities 
have  already  ceased  (Frfiruaiy  1996)  and  the  federal  government  has  no  existing  proposals  for  reuse 
of  the  facility. 

Buffer  zones  outside  the  fence  in  the  towns  of  Riverhead  and  Brookhaven  would  be  deeded  to  the 
NYSDEC. 


4.1.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Land  Use 

Implementation  of  the  locally  developed  Reuse  Plan  for  NWIRP  Cdverton  would  result  in  the 
development  of  a  multi-use  enterprise  park  that  has  at  its  core  a  major  industrial  complex  and  a 
cargo/general  aviation  airport.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  2,  other  primary  uses  include:  theme  park  ^d 
attractions;  commercial  recreation  family  entertainment  center;  stadium;  golf  cour^,  and  a  variety 
of  open  spaces.  Figure  2-3  in  Chapter  2  shows  the  allocation  of  land  uses  within  the  overall 
conceptual  site  plan  for  the  Reuse  Plan.  Consistent  with  legislative  mandate,  the  buffer  zones  would 
be  transferred  to  the  NYSDEC  and  would  remain  in  their  existing  natural  (undeveloped)  state. 

The  industrial  business  park  of  887,500  sq  ft  (82,538  sq  m)  would  consist  of  50  percent  new 
development  and  50  percent  reuse  of  existing  buildings.  The  443,750  sq  ft  (41,26y  sq  m)  of  new 
industrial  space  would  be  developed  as  infill  parcels  within  the  industrial  core.  The  airport  would 
utilize  the  existing  10,000-ft  (3,048-m)  runway  and  would  require  about  65  acres  (26  hectares)  of 
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land  in  the  industrial  core  for  ancillary  fecilities.  Two  of  the  proposed  land  uses,  the  industrial 
business  park  and  the  airpwt,  are  c(Miq)atible  with  historical  activities  of  the  facility.  Maintenance  of 
the  buffer  zcxres  in  a  natural  state  woi^  assist  in  maintaining  land  use  compatibility  with  the  proposed 
aiipwt  use  in  the  Reuse  Plan.  With  the  retention  of  the  industrial  business  park,  this  alternative  would 
“  retain  some  of  the  historical  land  use  relationship  with  surrounding  land  uses.  The  retention  of  the 
bufi^  ImiHs  as  ccHiservation  and  recreational  resources  would  also  be  consistent  with  historical  land 
use  patterns.  Proposed  uses  sudi  as  the  theme  park  and  fiunily  entertainment  center  would  represent 
new  land  uses  in  the  area.  Although  these  uses  have  been  adopted  by  the  town  as  part  of  the  Reuse 
Plan,  future  land  planning  such  as  &cility  layouts  and  landscaping  treatments  would  need  to  be 
utilized  to  minimize  effects  on  existing  surrounding  propoties. 

It  is  estimated  that  about  477  acres  (193  hectares),,  or  Idpercent  of  the  fenced-in  area,  is  presently 
developed  as  other  buildings  or  paved  areas  (Table  3.1 1-1).  It  is  estimated  that  the  Reuse  Plan  would 
require  an  additional  320  acres  (130  hectares)  of  new  building/paved  area;  therefore,  the  total  amount 
of  developed  land  in  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  797  acres  (323  hectares)  or  27  percent  of  the  site. 
Open  space  would  remain  the  largest  land  use  component  on  site.  Including  wetlands  and  surface 
water  features,  it  is  estimated  that  open  space  would  account  for  2, 126  acres  (861  hectares)  or  about 
73  percent  of  the  total  fenced-in  area. 

Zoning 

At  the  present  time  lands  within  the  fence  are  zoned  as  Defense  Institutional,  allowing  agriculture, 
nj^tinnal  coneteiy,  and  naval  weapons  testing  facility  uses.  No  roning  regulations  exist  that  specify 
such  land  use  development  parameters  as  density,  floor  area  ratios  (FARs),  and  setbacks. 

Implementation  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  therefore  require  that  the  Town  of  Riverhead  prepare  and 
adopt  new  zoning  for  the  site,  or  portions  thereof,  based  on  the  specific  uses  adopted.  The 
Comprehensive  Economic  Development  Task  Force,  a  body  created  by  the  Town  of  Riverhead  to 
identify  issues  of  significance  relating  to  the  roose  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  prepared  a  report  addressing 
future  land  use  and  zoning  of  the  site.  In  its  1994  report,  the  Task  Force  recommended  that  a 
Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  District  be  the  operative  zoning  district  for  the  property  pursuant 
to  Section  263  of  the  Town  Law.  Implementation  of  the  PUD  would  be  based  on  a  Comprehensive 
Development  Plan  for  the  site  and  through  the  adoption  of  a  PUD  District  into  the  Town  of 
Riverhead  zoning  ordinance.  Implementation  of  the  Reuse  Plan  via  a  new  PUD  zoning  ordinance 
would  be  consistent  with  the  plans  of  the  Town  of  Riverhead  for  the  town’s  future  land  use.  Once 
transfer  of  the  buffos  to  the  NYSDEC  is  complete,  the  towns  of  Riverhead  and  Brookhaven  would 
appropriately  rezone  these  lands  from  Defense  Institutional  and  Open  Space  Conservation  in 
Riverhead  and  fi^om  Residential  in  Brookhaven. 

Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan 

Lands  in  the  far  western  portion  of  the  site  (438  acres  or  177  hectares)  have  been  defined  as  Pine 
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Barrens  Core  Preservation  Area  (CPA)  in  the  Reuse  Plan,  consistent  wth  the  Cent^  Pme 
Comorehensive  Land  Use  Plan.  The  Town  of  Riverfiead  has  adopted  a  Pine  Barrens  Overlay  Distnct 

FortheCPA,theOverlayDistrictlanjp^estates: 

“Those  economic  development  activities  to  occur  within  the  fence  of  ^dverton  Naval 
Weapons  Industrial  Reserve  Plant  as  contemplated  by  Public  Law  103-c337,  the  Plan  and  its 
irt^ng  Generic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  shaU  not  constitute  development  « 
defined  by  Section  57-0121  of  the  New  York  State  Environmental  Consery^n  L^m  y 
this  Article....Land  uses  which  do  not  constitute  development  may  be  permitted  provided 
the  use  conqilies  with  all  othar  proinsions  of  this  Ch^ter. 

Development  is  defined  in  the  town  of  Riverhead’s  Overlay  District  language  as: 

the  performance  of  any  buildings  or  mining  operation,  the  making  of  any  matenal  changes 
in  the  use  of  or  intensity  of  any  structure  or  land...” 

Thus  the  Overlay  District  of  the  town  would  effectively  render  the  Pine  Barrens  CPA  desipiation 

as»c».ed  wifl.  .he  disposal  of  NWIRP  Calverton  w^d 
Sdere^‘development”  as  presently  worded  in  the  Pine  Barrens  Pl^.  However,  the  Reuse  Plan 
has  designated  these  lands  as  CPA,  consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan. 

With  regard  to  the  remainder  of  lands  within  the  fence  designated  Compatible  Growth  Area  (CGA) 
(2,500  acres  or  1,013  hectares),  the  Riverhead  Overiay  District  states: 

“A  land  use  within  the  Compatible  Growth  Area  that  lawfully  exists  at  the  time  of  t^ 
effective  date  of  this  article  or  any  amendment  thereto  may  be  contmued  m  its  prewnt  fom 
except  that  the  aforementioned  standards  shall  apply  to  any  change,  stmctural  a^teratior^ 
expansion,  restoration  or  modification  to  said  land  use  constituting  development  as  defined 

herein.” 

Therefore  the  industrial  uses  and  aviation  use  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  he  Awed  “ 

uses  withi.  the  CGA.  Modifiearions  to  *ese  finalities  as  par.  of  ttje  Plan  would  ne«l  to  be 

done  in  compUance  with  the  Overlay  District  development  standards  for  the  CGA. 

In  its  Findings  Statement  for  the  implementation  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan,  the  CPB  JP&PC  sp^ific^ly 
addres^^i^future  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  The  language  of  the  Findings  Statement  desenbes 
the  status  of  NWIRP  Calverton  with  respect  to  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan: 

“Additionally,  the  Plan  recognizes  the  need  for  both  managed  land  development  ^^hin  the 
CGA  in  general  and  the  congressionally  mandated  econormc  redevelopment  of  Ae  Calve^n 
Naval  Weapons  and  (sic)  Industrial  Reserve  Plant  (the  “Calverton  Site  )  m  particular.... 
SEQRA  r^rd  identifies  the  level  of  economic  development  contemplated  to  occur  withm 
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the  CGA  of  the  Calverton  site  and  provides  that  proposed  land  uses  which  conforai  to 
prescribed  Standards  and  Guidelines  for  Land  Use  and  the  Planned  Development  District 
(“PDD”)  ordinance  adopted  by  the  Town,  which  is  deemed  to  be  consistent  with  the  Plan  by 
the  CcMnmisskMi,  will  be  considered  environmentally  apfHopriate  developments  which  support 
regional  economic  growth  as  contemplated  the  Act. 

“The  Plan  provides  that  the  redevelopment  activity  in  the  CGA  contemplated  for  the 
Calverton  site  is  considered  a  public  improvement  and  shall  in  no  instance  be  considered  a 
development  of  regional  significance  as  defined  by  the  Act,  so  as  to  warrant  an  automatic 
review  by  the  Commission.  Therefore,  those  development  activities  on  the  Calverton  site 
which  conform  to  both  the  development  standards  for  the  CGA  as  well  as  those  zoning 
ordinances  enacted  by  the  Town  of  Riverh^  to  inclement  the  Plan,  which  are  deemed  to 
be  consistent  with  the  Plan  by  the  Commission,  shall  be  presumed  not  to  require  formal 
review  or  consideration  of  the  Commission.” 

In  summary,  although  the  town  Overlay  District  seems  to  null  the  Pine  Barrens  language,  the  Reuse 
Plan  has  designated  the  western  lands  as  Pine  Barrens  CPA  consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan. 
Given  this  designation  and  the  regulatory  authority  of  the  CPBJP&PC,  new  development  within  the 
CPA  and  on  lands  adjacent  in  the  CGA  would  be  implemented  in  a  fashion  consistent  with  the  Pine 
Barrens  Plan. 


4.1.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

As  described  in  Subchapter  2.4,  this  akemative  would  retain  many  of  the  land  uses  of  the  Reuse  Plan. 
Therefore,  the  land  use  effects  for  those  uses  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the  ones  described  for 
the  Reuse  Plan: 

•  Implemaitation  would  be  done  via  a  new  zoning  ordinance  consistent  with  the  plans 
of  the  town  for  its  future  land  use;  and 

•  WestOTi  lands  of  the  site  would  be  dedgnated  at  Pine  Barrens  CPA  new  development 
in  the  CPA  would  be  done  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan. 

The  most  significant  difference  between  this  alternative  and  the  Reuse  Plan  is  that  an  automobile 
raceway  complex  (approximately  835  acres  or  338  hectares)  would  replace  the  air  cargo/general 
aviation  use.  The  land  use  components  of  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  are  displayed  in 
Figure  2-4. 

Because  this  alternative  retains  the  industrial  business  park  use  and  the  existing  l0,000-ft  (3,048-m) 
runway  for  the  raceway  component,  the  amount  of  new  building  and  paved  area  coverage  would  be 
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less  than  if  development  were  to  occur  on  an  undisturbed  ate.  Using  the  procedure  described  in 
Subchapter  4. 1 .2,  an  estimate  was  made  of  the  amount  of  new  building/paved  area  associated  with 
this  alternative.  Approximately  250  acres  (101  hectares)  would  be  requir^  for  completely  new 
building  and  paved  area  construction.  In  total,  the  site  would  have  an  estimated  690  acres  (280 
hectares)  or  24  percoit  devoted  to  development  uses  with  inqiervious  surfaces.  Open  space  would 
comprise  2,233  acres  (904  hectares)  or  about  76  percent  of  the  site. 

The  raceway  would  ocaqjy  mudi  of  the  same  terrain  as  the  proposed  airport  in  the  Reuse 

Plan  The  raceway  would  incorporate  the  existing  runwiQr  as  part  ofthe  race  course.  The  conceptual 

layout  of  the  race  course  would  enter  a  portion  of  the  industrial  bu^ess  park.  There  would  be  a 
number  of  industrial/mixed  use  buildings  in  dose  proximity  to  the  race  track  as  conceptually  designed 
(e.g.,  a  portion  ofBuildirig  7  would  be  as  olosc  as  150  ft  (46  m)  away).  New  infill  development  that 
occurs  as  part  of  the  industrial  business  park  plan  would  include  buildings  that  may  abut  the  race 
course  on  its  western  edge.  Although  there  is  no  explicit  land  use  incompatibility  between  these  uses, 
noise  could  afiect  the  adjacent  propCThes  in  the  industrial  core  during  race  events.  Based  on  the  noise 
analysis  (Subchapter  4.6.3),  it  is  estimated  that  there  would  be  significant  but  short-term  noise  levels 
experienced  both  within  and  outside  the  fence  during  the  scheduled  racing  events.  These  estimated 
noise  levels  would  exceed  the  town  of  Riverhead’s  maximum  permissible  levels  for  residential, 
commercial,  and  industrial  land  uses  during  race  events. 


4.1.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

As  described  in  Subchapter  2.5,  this  alternative  includes  some  of  the  land  use  features  of  the  others 
Ci.e.,  industrial  business  park,  hotd  confoence  center,  golf  course(s),  and  open  space).  However,  the 
site  would  be  developed  primarily  as  an  age-restricted  residential  community  with  two  primary 
housing  areas,  688  units  of  assisted  living,  and  1,350  units  of  senior  housing. 

It  is  estimated  that  approximately  260  acres  (105  hectares)  of  new  building  and  paved  areas  would 
be  expected  with  full  implementation  of  this  alternative.  Combined  with  the  existing  development, 
it  is  estimated  that  a  total  of 690  acres  (280  hectares)  would  be  developed  as  buildings  and/or  paved 
areas.  Open  space  (including  wetlands  and  surface  water  features)  would  comprise  2,233  acres  (904 
hectares)  or  about  76  percent  of  the  site. 

It  is  estimated  that  about  2,201  residents  (1.63  residents  per  senior  housing  unit  [Leisure  Village, 
1996])  would  reside  in  the  senior  housing;  688  residents  (one  per  unit)  would  live  in  the  assisted 
(congregate)  care  units.  The  total  resident  population  would  be  2,889.  The  golf  recreational 
component  (one  public  and  one  private  course)  would  provide  an  added  market  incentive  to  the 
development. 

As  shown  in  Figure  2-5,  438  acres  (177  hectares)  have  been  designated  as  Pine  Barrens  Core 
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Preservation  Area  (CPA).  Any  new  development  in  the  CPA  or  in  the  adjacent  CGA  would  be 
con»stent  with  the  Pine  Barrois  ?lan. 

The  residential  uses  proposed  in  this  alternative  are  presently  inconsistent  with  the  existing  Defense 
Institutional  Zoning  of  the  town  It  is  assumed  that  as  with  the  Reuse  Plan,  the  town  would  adopt 
a  new  PUD  zone  for  implementation  should  it  decide  to  develop  the  Peconic  Village  instead  of  the 
preferred  R^se  Plan. 
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4.2  Socioeconomics 

4.2.1  No  Action  Alternative 

Demography 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  the  Navy  would  vacate  and  close  NWTRP  Calverton;  there  would 
be  no  pomanent  maintenance  staff.  Therefore,  the  no  action  alternative  would  have  no  demographic 
impacts. 

Employment  and  Income 

Under  the  no  action  alternative,  there  would  be  no  redevelopment  at  the  site  and  hence  no  new 
income  would  be  goierated  by  businesses,  institutions,  and  their  employees.  The  prolonged  vacancy 
of  the  site  could,  however,  detract  from  the  quality  of  local  conditions  if  vandalism  or  visual  blight 
were  to  escalate. 

Fiscal  Impacts 

There  would  be  no  redevelopment  at  the  plant  site  and  hence  no  new  tax  revenues  would  be  collected 
from  real  property  taxes,  earned  income  taxes,  sales  taxes,  or  other  relevant  business  taxes  and  fees. 
Local  governments  and  the  state  would  receive  no  revenues  to  off-set  the  loss  of  the  former  activity 
at  NWIRP  Calverton.  Existing  public  infrastructure,  facilities,  and  services  would  therefore  have  to 
be  maintained  from  a  reduced  economic  base. 

Housing 

Under  the  no  action  altema+i'^e  there  would  be  no  redevelopment  at  the  site,  no  new  workers,  and, 
hence,  no  potential  new  demand  created  for  housing  in  the  region  by  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 


4.2.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Demography 

The  demogr^hic  impacts  of  a  proposed  project  can  be  both  direct  and  indirect.  There  would  be  no 
direct  demographic  impacts  from  the  Reuse  Plan  since  the  plan  has  no  residential  component.  With 
respect  to  the  potential  for  inducing  new  population  growth,  the  proposed  development  should  be 
assessed  in  the  relative  context  of  the  Suffolk  County  labor  force.  The  estimated  increase  of  3,175 
jobs  under  the  Reuse  Plan  represents  only  0.5  percent  of  the  1995  resident  labor  force.  If  all 
prospective  employees  were  drawn  from  the  pool  of  Suffolk  County  unemployed  workers,  it  would 
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reduce  the  numbers  of  those  who  were  unemployed  in  1995  by  8.5  jf  w  Lcl^d 

to  34  041  The  developed  jobs  represent  a  small  proportion  of  the  Suffolk  Comty  labor  force  and 

those’  presently  unemployed;  this  implies  that  the  Reuse  Plan  would  “"•“T  ^ 

migratiOT  ofnewwoikers  to  fill  the  positions.  Consequently,  there  would  be  no  significant  impacts 

on  demographics  of  the  county. . 


Employment  and  Income 


Direct  Employment 


Table  4  2-1  identifies  the  proposed  job  development  by  activity  for  five-year  int^als  over  the  20- 
year  development  timefi-ame.  All  fiscal  estimates  are  based  on  that  20-y^  tmeframe  ^d  a  Reu^ 
Plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Of  the  estimated  3,175  total  jobs.  1,775  or  55.9  percent)  would  be 
derived  from  the  industrial  business  park.  The  estimated 
redevelopment  activities  (other  than  aviation)  would  be  $74.8  imlhon  m 
fHR&A  Inc  February,  1996).  With  the  aviation  component  mcluded,  year  20  total  payro  1  wou  d 
increase  to  $81.3  million  (rounded)  (Table  4.2-2).  Of  that  total,  the  industnd  business  park  would 
account  for  $55.7  million  (rounded)  or  68  percent  of  the  total  estimated  payroll.  In  addition  to  dirert 
permanent  jobs,  there  would  be  indirect  employment  resultmg  from  the  earmngs  from  dirert 
employment  circulating  in  the  regional  economy,  and  from  construction  employment  generated  by 
the  construction  activity  implicit  in  the  Reuse  Plan. 

Indirect  Employment 


Spending  by  the  households  of  the  3,175  employed  workers  would  generate  additional  indir^t 
economic  activity.  Estimates  of  indirect  jobs  and  earnings  were  denved  from  m  econometnc 
input/output  model  known  as  RIMS  II,  developed  by  the  US  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  for  the 
Nassau-Suffolk  region.  Categories  of  employment  are  allocated  to  their  respective  standard  mdustn 
codes  in  the  detailed  471  industry  input/output  (I/O)  matrix,  which  is  then  used  to  obtain  the  waustiy- 
specific  direct-effect  multipliers  (Table  4.2-3).  The  total  employment  and  e^ngs  generated  by  the 
proposed  development  are  calculated  and  indirect  effects  are  obtained  by  deducting  the  dirert 
employment  and  earnings.  Estimated  total  direct  and  indirect  employment  would  be  6,726  jobs,  with 
induct  employment  representing  52.8  percent  or  3,551  jobs.  Total  earnings  are 
$151  8  million  of  which  $70.7  million  are  generated  indirectly.  These  numbers  are  m  1995  dollars 
but  the  volume  is  based  on  the  full  build-out  scen^o  in  year  2017.  As  development  is  phased  in  as 
part  of  the  Reuse  Plan,  the  indirect  jobs  and  earnings  would  grow  proportionately. 

Construction  Employment 

Table  4  2-4  presents  the  total  capital  expenditure  estimate  of  $484  million  for  infrastructure  (new 
roads  utilities,  etc.)  and  the  facilities  to  accommodate  the  new  uses  (e.g.,  theme  park,  bu^ness  p^l^ 
hotel/wnference  center).  The  Reuse  Plan  provided  broad  cost  estimates  only  for  the  infrastructure 
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Table  4.2-1 


Reuse  Ran  Phasing  of  Direct  Employment 


H 

Theme 

Pwft 

Attrac&ms 

At^aUdn 

Aircraft 

Use 

CKHnmarcWf 

Raorsatioh 

lodutAttl 
Buiirass 
,,_Pgrk  _ 

Confenmos 
■  Centw 

Service 

Retail 

Pirate 

Goir 

Course 

T<4al 

Jobs 

2002 

257 

183 

14 

275 

135 

56 

na 

920 

2007 

314 

190 

68 

775 

270 

81 

na 

1,698 

2012 

428 

197 

68 

1,275 

360 

144 

na 

2,472 

2017 

571 

207 

68 

1,775 

360 

194 

na 

3,175 

Note:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  »at  is  subset  to  change.  The 
Reuse  Plan  does  not  include  a  private  golf  course  as  in  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  and  the  public  golf  courro 
employment  is  not  dsaggregated  in  the  Reuse  Plan  (HR&A,  1 996).  It  is  assumed  that  about  1 5  jobs  associated  with 
this  activity  are  included  in  the  Commercial/Recreation  Use. 
na  =  not  applicable 
Source:  HR&A,  Inc.  February,  1996. 


Table  4.2-2 


Reuse  Plan  Estimated  Direct  Employment  and  Earnings 


Land  Use 

Jobe 

Year20 

Estimated  Mean 
AnnualWage 

Estimated  Total  Annual 
£arnmgs$1,0(X)s 
($  1995) 

Theme  Park  Attractions 

571 

15,594 

8,904 

Aviation/Aircraft  Use 

207 

31,355 

6,490 

Industrial  Business  Park 

1,775 

31,355 

55,654 

Commerdal/Recreation 

68 

16,534 

1,124 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

360 

16,414 

5,909 

Service  Retaii 

194 

16,394 

3,180 

Private  Golf  Course 

- 

- 

- 

Totals 

3,175 

- 

81,261 

Note:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change. 

The  Reuse  Plan  does  not  include  a  private  golf  course  as  in  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  and  the  public  golf  course 
employment  is  not  disaggregated  in  the  Reuse  Plan  (HR&A.  1 996).  It  is  assumed  that  about  1 5  jobs  associated  with 
this  activity  are  included  in  the  Commerciai/Recreation  Use. 
na  =  not  applicable. 

Source:  HR&A,  Inc.,  February  1996. 
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Table  4.2-3 


Reuse  Plan  Estimated  Direct  and  Indirect  Employment  &  Earnings 


Indusbiat 
'  .  ^Xto 

Mu^ 

.-JreHiii'- 

Jobs 

indirect 

.tobs 

Total  . 
Eams^js 
($mUbn) 

Earr^gs 

76.0206 

571 

8.9 

1.6283 

1.7996 

930 

359 

16.0 

/.I 

76.0203 

68 

1.1 

3.8742 

2.1771 

263 

195 

2.4 

1.3 

65.0500 

207 

6.5 

2.5681 

2.0495 

532 

325 

13.3 

6.8 

InrliifitrMl  Rim  Psrk 

62.0100 

1,775 

55.7 

2.2986 

1.8620 

4.080 

2.305 

103.6 

48.0 

HAM/nonfAfimcM 

72.0100 

360 

5.9 

1.7898 

1.9019 

644 

284 

11.2 

5.3 

Confl/^  Dcvhii 

69.0200 

194 

3.2 

1.4276 

1.6810 

277 

83 

5.3 

2.2 

Dmrafra  r^nlf  nnilfRA 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Tot^ 

3,175 

81.3 

6,726 

3,551 

151.8 

70.7 

Note:  Estimates  are  t 
buHd-out  in  year  20. 
commerdal/recreatio 
Source:  US  Bureau  c 

ipproximate  I 
It  M  assumec 
n  use. 

)f  Economic  - 

jased  on  a  1 
1  that  about 

Analysis,  Rl 

long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Dollars  in  1995$  for 

1 5  jobs  associated  with  the  private  golf  course  are  included  In  the 

MS  II  model  of  Nassau-Suffolk  Region,  1996. _ _ _ 

Table  4.2-4 


Reuse  Plan  Estimated  Construction  Costs 


tandUse 

Costs  ($m®ons  ^  1993$) 

Theme  Park  (a) 

204 

Commercial/Recreation(b) 

75 

Aviation/Aircraft  Use  (c) 

45 

Industrial  Business  Park  (d) 

44 

Hotel/Conference  Center  (e) 

28 

Service  Retail  (f) 

15 

Golf  Course  and  Parks  (g) 

10 

Infrastructure  (h) 

30 

On-otie  improvemenis 

33 

Off-Site  Improvements 

Total 

484 

Notes:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-yeaO 
deJelopment  pto  that  is  subject  to  change.  (a)Assumes  $100  per  sq  ft; 

(b)  Rough  order-of  magnitude  estimate; 

(c)  TAMS  estimate  of  aviation  Improvements; 

(d)  Assumes  50%  of  space  v/ifl  be  new  at  $100  per  sq  ft; 

(e)  Assumes  $70,000  cost  per  room; 

(f)  Assumes  $125  per  sq  ft 

(g)  Rough  order-of  magnitude  estimate; 

m)  Uses  the  upper  estimate  of  the  Reuse  Ran. 
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(i.e.,  $20-30  million  for  on-site  improvements  [water,  sewer,  wastewater,  etc.]  and  $23-33  million 
for  off-site  improvements  [roads]).  The  high  end  of  these  ranges  was  used  for  this  andysis.  Costs 
of  ^)ecific  activity  components  were  not  provided  in  the  Raise  Plan  and  had  to  be  estimated.  This 
task  is  relatively  straightforward  for  the  more  common  land  use  elements  where  square  footage  of 
•proposed  construction  (e.g.,  for  the  industrial  business  park  and  service  retail)  or  the  number  of 
rooms  (i.e.,  for  the  hotel/conference  center)  is  provided.  However,  estimates  are  open  to  wide 
variations  for  the  more  atypical  land  uses  such  as  the  theme  park  and  commercial  recreation 
components.  The  size,  and  hence  cost,  of  these  elements  is  essentially  unknown;  thus,  numbers 
analyzed  here  represent  rough  order-of-magnitude  costs. 

Based  on  the  estimated  Reuse  Plan  construction  costs,  it  is  possible  to  project  the  number  of  direct 
construction  jd>s  and  other  indirect  jobs  generated-by  this  construction  activity.  An  estimate  of  the 
direct  employment  created  by  the  construction  activity  was  made  first  using  the  Urban  Land 
Institute’s  (ULI)  Development  Impact  Assessment  Handbook  (1994).  The  handbook  provides  a 
model  based  on  national  data  showing  that  an  estimated  4,865  direct  construction  jobs  would  be 
created  based  on  the  total  construction  value  of  $484  million.  The  construction  jobs  would  be 
stretched  over  the  20-year  development  period,  for  an  average  of 243  jobs  per  year. 

The  total  economic  impact  of  the  construction  expenditures  can  be  derived  from  the  RIMS  n  model 
for  the  Nassau-Suflfolk  r^on.  On  the  basis  of  the  employment  and  earnings  multipliers  provided  by 
the  model,  it  is  possible  to  estimate  the  direct  and  indirect  employment  and  income  effects  of  the 
temporary  construction  employment  in  the  region.  Construction  employment  projected  by  the  RIMS 
n  model  is  10,650  person-year  jobs,  or  an  average  of  533  jobs  in  each  of  the  20  years.  Applying  the 
ULI  modd  results  of 4,865  direct  construction  jobs  to  the  RIMS  n  model  results,  it  is  estimated  that 
5,785  indirect  jobs  would  be  generated  by  construction  activity  of  the  Reuse  Plan.  Total  direct  and 
indirect  eamings  fi-om  construction  are  estimated  at  $307  million. 

Fiscal  Impacts 

An  analyas  of  the  Raise  Plan  shows  substantial  fiscal  benefits  being  generated  from  the  development 
of  the  ate.  This  development  would  be  newly  entered  onto  the  tax  rolls  for  either  property  taxes  or 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  (PILOT).  Reuse  Plan  employment  would  generate  new  eamed-income  and 
sales  taxes,  and  the  business  activity  would  raise  new  revenues  fi'om  business  taxes  and  fees. 
Estimates  of  new  revenues  from  the  Reuse  Plan  are  presented  in  Table  4.2-5.  Table  4.2-5  shows 
ActimatftH  total  property  taxes  of  almost  $3.8  million,  sales  taxes  of  $13.7  million,  and  income  taxes 
of  $2.8  million.  The  total  annual  estimated  tax  revenues  at  full  build-out  in  year  20  are  $20.4  million 
(rcHinded).  These  estimates  are  approximate  because  they  assume  full  development  of  several  vaguely 
defined  land  use  elements;  for  example,  the  theme  park  and  commercial  recreation  areas,  which 
account  for  almost  two-thirds  of  all  tax  revenues  derived  from  the  Reuse  Plan. 
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Table  42-5 


Reuse  Plan  Estimated  Tax  Revenues 


Tax 

SalesTax 

income  Tax 

tow 

Peremit 

Theme  Parle 

Attraefions 

1,687,500 

9,562,500 

311,640 

11,561,640 

56.6 

Commercial 

Recreation 

100,000 

1,147,500 

39,350 

1,286,850 

6.3 

Aviation/Aircraft  Use 

359,000 

1,014,000. 

227,164 

1,600,164 

7.8 

Industrial  Business 

Park 

1,109,375 

0 

1,947,904 

3,057,279 

15.0 

Hotel/Conference 

Center 

280,000 

310,250 

206,815 

797,065 

3.9 

Commercial/Retail 

261,563 

1,729,219 

111,314 

2,102,095 

10.3 

Private  Golf  Course 

na 

na 

na 

na 

na 

Totals 

3,797,438 

13,763.469 

2.844,188 

20,405,094 

100 

Notes:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to 
change  Aviation  component  assumes  effective  property  tax  rate  of  $500  per  acre;  sales  taxes  are  based 
on  estimated  usage  by  based  and  non-based  aircraft  and  applicable  NYS  aviation  gasoline  and  jet  fuel  taxes 
Reuse  Plan  provides  no  estimate  of  sales  taxes  for  the  hotel/conference  component;  these  are  estimated 
here  based  on  50  percent  occupancy  at  $50  daily  rate  and  8.5  percent  sales  tax. 

Percent  may  not  add  exactly  due  to  rounding. 

Dollars  in  1995$  at  build-out  in  year  20. 
na  s  not  applicable. 

Source:  HR&A,  February  1996^^ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
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The  applicable  tax  revenues  would  be  distributed  among  the  various  state  and  local  government 
OTtities.  Piopa^  taxes  would  be  allocated  approximately  25  percent  to  the  Town  of  Riverhead,  56 
percent  to  the  Riverhead  School  District,  4.6  percent  for  the  Town  highway  fond,  6.0  percent  to 
Suffolk  County,  and  8.4  pwcent  to  Other  (local  fire  districts,  local  lighting  districts,  etc.).  Sales  taxes 
are  distributed  50  percent  to  the  state  and  50  percent  to  the  county  (with  one  quarter  of  one  percent 
to  the  NYS  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority).  Income  taxes  are  collected  100  percent  by  the 
state. 

Additional  local  revenues  would  flow  fi’om  various  licenses  and  fees;  however,  because  these 
revenues  are  relatively  small  and  difficult  to  predict,  no  estimate  of  increases  in  these  revenues  has 
been  Additional  tax  revenues  would  be  gCToated  on  a  temporary  basis  during  the  construction 

of  the  site  but  are  not  estimated  here  because  they  would  be  ^read  over  20  years  on  an  undetermined 
schedule. 

Housing 

No  housing  development  is  proposed  under  the  Reuse  Plan  and  under  current  new  housing  by  the 
Reuse  Plan  is  not  anddpated  because  of  the  relatively  small  numbers  of  new  employees  in  the  context 
of  the  Suffolk  labor  market  and  the  significant  recession  this  region  suffered  since  1990.  Sufficient 
existing  resident  labor  is  anticipated  to  fill  the  direct  and  indirect  jobs,  so  that  no  new  housing 
development  is  anticipated  in  the  region  attributable  to  the  Reuse  Plan. 


4.2.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Demography 

Similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  alternative  would  add  no  new  resident?  to 
the  site  and  is  therefore  not  expected  to  induce  new  residential  development  in  the  region  because 
it  has  no  on-sate  readential  component,  and  the  estimated  increase  of  2,199  jobs  represents  less  than 
0.5  percent  of  the  1995  resident  labor  force  and  would  be  unlikely  to  cause  in-migration  of  new 
workers. 

Employment  and  Income 


Direct  Employment 

The  employment  and  earnings  estimated  for  this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  4.2-6.  Direct 
employment  at  full  build-out  is  estimated  to  be  2,199  jobs,  with  associated  earnings  of  $53.6  million 
(rounded).  In  addition  to  the  direct  permanent  jobs,  indirect  employment  would  be  created  fi-om  the 
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earnings  from  direct  employment  circulating  in  the  regional  economy,  and  from  temporary 
construction  employment  generated  by  construction  activity. 


Table  4.2-6 

Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Altemaliwe  Estimated  Direct  Employment  and  Earnings 


UndIM 

OkeetJofa^ 

Mean  Annual  Vi^e 
($) 

Total  Annual  Eamlr^^ 
($1.000s) 

Automobile  Raceway 

100 

31,355 

3,136 

Theme  Park 

571 

15,594 

8,904 

Industrial  Business  Park 

1,100 

31,355 

34,503 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

360 

16,414 

5,909 

Commercial  Recreation 

68 

16,534 

1,124 

Private  Golf  Course 

- 

- 

- 

Totals 

2,199 

- 

53,576 

Note-  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to 
change.  Dollars  in  1995$  for  build-out  in  year  20.  na  *  not  applicabte. 

Sources:  HR&A.  Inc.,  February,  1996;  and  Project  Calverton,  Inc.,  May,  1995. 

Indirect  Employment 


Spending  by  the  households  of  the  2, 199  employed  workers  would  also  generate  adAtional  mdirert 
economic  activity.  Estimates  of  these  indirect  jobs  and  earnings  have  been  denved  froin  the  RD^ 
n  model  for  the  Nassau-Suffolk  region  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan  analysis^  Total  direct 
and  indirect  employment  is  computed  at  4,612  jobs;  indirect  employment  reprewnts  52  2prcerit  ot 
the  total  at  2  413  jobs  (Table  4.2-7).  Total  earnings  are  projected  to  be  $102  million,  of  which  $484 
million  are  generated  indirectly.  These  numbers  are  in  1995  doUars  but  the  amount  is  based  on  the 
fiill  build-out  scenario  in  year  2017.  As  the  proposed  development  is  phased  in,  the  indirect  jobs  and 
earnings  would  grow  proportionately. 


Project  Calverton,  Inc  (May  1995)  anticipates  up  to  500,000  visitors  per  year,  each  staying  an 
average  of  2.5  days  in  the  vicinity  and  spending  $200  per  day,  or  a  total  of  $250  million 
These  visitors  are  in  turn  projected  to  generate  3,300  indirect  jobs.  Such  numbers  appe^  higWy 
optimistic.  In  this  EIS,  the  numbers  of  indirect  jobs  assigned  to  this  activity  in  the  RIMS  H  model 
and  applied  here  are  smaller,  and  thus  more  conservative  for  estimating  employment  and  earrangs. 
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Table  4.2-7 


Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  Estimated  Direct  and  Irwirect  Employment  &  Earnings 


LandUse 

Nndui^ 

Code 

iliiiili 

"Direct^ 

Jobe 

Direet 

Eamirigt 

(Itmiioff) 

...  MuUSplera 

Total 

1  J(ri» 

bidlrecl 

T<*»l 

EaaiAigc 

(Smitorr) 

III 

^  Jdia 

Theme  Park  Attraction 

571 

8.9 

1.6283 

1.7996 

930 

359 

16.0 

7.1 

Commercial 

Recreation 

76.0203 

68 

1.1 

3.8742 

2.1771 

263 

195 

2.4 

1.3 

Automobile  Raceway 

76.0204 

100 

3.1 

2.4671 

2.6035 

247 

147 

8.2 

5.0 

industrial  Bustnesa 

Park 

62.0100 

1.100 

34.5 

2.2986 

1.8620 

2.528 

1,428 

64.2 

29.7 

HoteVConference 

Center 

72.0100 

360 

5.9 

1.7898 

1.9019 

644 

284 

11.2 

5.3 

Private  Golf  Course 

- 

• 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Totals 

2,199 

53.5 

4,612 

2,413 

102.0 

48.4 

Note:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  longterm  (20-year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Dollars  in  1995$  for 
build-outinyMr20. 
na  =  not  ap^cable. 

Source:  US  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  RIMS  II  model  of  Nassau-Suffolk  Region,  1996.  _ 
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Capital  expenditures  for  infrastructure  elements  (new  roads,  utiHties,  etc.)  would  most  Ukdy  be 
sinrilar  to  the  Reuse  Plan’s  estimate  of  $63  milUon  ($30  million  and  $33  million  for  on-site  and  off-site 
improvements,  respectively;  Table  4.2-4).  Total  construction  costs  (including  ^astmcture)^e 
identified  in  Table  4.2-8  and  are  estimated  at  $432  million,  somewhat  less  than  the  Reuse  Plan  s  5484 
million  estimate.  Based  on  the  estimated  construction  costs,  it  is  possible  to  project  the  nuinber  of 
direct  construction  jobs  and  other  indirect  jobs  generated  by  construction  activity.  Following  the 
same  ULI  and  RIMS  n  modeling  methodology  identified  for  the  Reuse  Plan,  an  estimated  4,344 
construction  jobs  would  be  created  with  this  alternative.  An  additional  5, 165  jobs  would  be  created 
in  other  industries,  thus  generating  a  total  of  9,509  direct  and  indirect  jobs  from  the  construction. 
Spread  over  the  development  period,  the  direct  construction  employment  would  average  217  jobs  m 
each  of  the  20  years.  Total  earnings  associated  with  construction  are  estimated  to  be  $140  miUion 
for  direct  and  $  1 34  million  for  indirect  employment. 


Fiscal  Impacts 

As  with  the  Reuse  Plan,  a  fiscal  analysis  of  the  Enterprise  Park^aceway  alternative  identifies  that 
substantial  fiscal  benefits  would  result  from  the  redevelopment  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  Usmg  sii^ar 
assumptions  as  for  the  Reuse  Plan,  projections  of  real  property,  sales,  and  income  taxes  have  been 
estimated  and  are  presented  in  Table  4.2-9.  Real  property  tax  collections  of  $3.4  million  are 
expected,  including  a  $650,000  parking  and  gate  tax  for  the  raceway  component  (Project  Calverton, 
Inc.  1995).  Again,  following  assumptions  made  for  the  Raise  Plan  in  Table  4.2-5,  these  tax  revenues 
would  be  (fistributed  to  the  appropriate  jurisdictions  (town,  school  district,  fire  district,  etc.^  Sales 
taxes  of  $12.9  million  are  estimated  to  be  collected  for  the  New  York  State  and  Suffolk  County; 
almost  $1.9  million  in  income  taxes  would  go  to  the  state.  Appropriate  caution  should  be  used  wth 
re^ject  to  these  tax  revenue  estimates  given  that  they  assume  full  build-out  by  the  year  2017  and  that 
the  alternative  includes  several  speculative  elements  such  as  the  theme  park  and  the  raceway,  which 
together  account  for  78  percent  of  all  revenues. 

Housing 

Like  the  Reuse  Plan,  no  residential  housing  component  is  proposed  under  the  Enterprise 
Park/Raceway  alternative;  therefore,  inducement  of  new  housing  is  not  anticipated  because  of  the 
relatively  small  numbers  of  new  employees  in  the  context  of  the  overall  Suffolk  County  labor  market. 
Sufficient  existing  resident  labor  is  anticipated  to  fill  the  direct  Md  indirert  jobs,  so  that  no  new 
housing  development  is  anticipated  in  the  region  attributable  to  this  alternative. 
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Table  4.2-8 

Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  Estimated  Construction  Costs 


Undlise 

ConsilticiiQriOosts 
-  ^nmonal - 

Automobile  Raceway 

10 

Theme  Park  Attractions 

204 

Industrial  Business  Park 

42 

Rotel/Conference  Center 

28 

Commercial  Recreation 

75 

Golf  Course 

10 

Infrastructure 

63 

Total 

432 

Note;  Estimates  are  approMmate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year) 
development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  Dollars  in  1 995$. 
Sources;  Based  on  HR8A  Inc.,  February  1996;  and  Project 
Calverton,  Inc.,  May  1995. 

Table  4.2-9 

Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  Estimated  Tax  Revenues 


Seles  Tax 

fncomeTax  j 

TotE^ 

Percent 

- 1 

. .  1 

1,687,500 


100,000 


650,000 


687,750 


280,000 


9,562,500 


1,147,500 


1,912,500 


0 


310,250 


311,640 


39,350 


109,742 


1,207,605 


206,815 


11,561,640 


1,286,850 


2,672,242 


1,895,355 


797,065 


Theme  Park  Attractions 


Commercial  Recreation 


Automobile  Raceway  (a) 


Industrial  Business 
Park(b) 


HotelConference 

Center(c) 


Private  Golf  Course 


Totals _ I  3.405.250  I  12,932,750  I  1,875,152  I _ 18,21  ,  _ 

Notes;  (a)  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change. 
Raceway  oomporrent  assumes  gate  and  parking  taxes  of  $650,000  as  per  Project  Calverton  proposal,  and  assumes  sales 
taxes  based  on  500,000  visitors  each  spending  $45  (similar  to  theme  park  assumptions  in  ReuM  Plan,  Economics 
Worksheets  (HR&A),  February  1 996);  (b)  no  sates  taxes  are  assumed  for  industrial  activities  as  limited  revenues  would 
be  generated;  (c )  Reuse  Plan  provides  no  estimate  of  sates  taxes  for  the  hotel  component,  these  are  estimated  here 
based  on  50  percent  occupancy  at  $50  daily  rate  and  8.5  percent  sales  tax. 

Percent  may  not  add  exactly  due  to  rounding, 
na  =  not  applicable. 

Sources;  Reuse  Plan,  Development  Economics  Worksheets,  February  1996;  and  Project  Calverton,  Inc.,  Mid  AUantc 
Race  Complex,  May  1995.  _ 
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4.2.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Demography 

This  alternative  is  the  only  one  that  would  introduce  new  residents  to  the  site  and  to  the  region.  The 
Peconic  Village  alternative  would  develop  688  units  of  assisted  living  and  1,350  units  of  senior 
housirig.  The  total  new  resident  population  is  estimated  to  be  2,889  and  all  these  persons  would  be 
aged  55  or  older.  The  estimated  total  number  of  employees  at  the  site  would  be  1,923  (1,252  less 
than  the  Reuse  Plan  and  301  less  than  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  alternative).  The  non-residential 
components  of  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  to  induce  new  resident  in-migration  to  the 

region. 

Employment  and  Income 


Direct  Employment 

Employment  and  estimated  earnings  for  the  Peconic  ViUage  Alternative  are  shown  in  Table  4.2-10. 
Direct  employment  at  full  build-out  in  year  20  (1995  dollars)  would  be  1,923,  with  associated 
estimated  earnings  of  $49.4  million.  Employment  of  25  fuU  time  equivalent  jobs  is  estimated  from 
the  private  and  public  golf  courses.  In  addition  to  the  dirert  pem^ent  jobs,  indirect  employment 
would  be  created  from  the  earrings  from  direct  employment  circulating  in  the  regional  economy,  and 
from  temporary  construction  employment  generated  by  construction  activity. 

Table  4.2-10 


Peconic  Village  Estimated  Direct  Employment  and  Earnings 


Land  Use 

Jobs 

Estimated  Mean  Annual 
Waqe($l 

Estimated  Total  Annual 
Earnings  ($1.0008) 

Retirement  Housing 

0 

0 

0 

Assisted  Living 

275 

24,336 

6,692 

Industrial  Business  Park 

1,036 

31,355 

32,484 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

360 

16,414 

5,909 

Retail 

227 

16,394 

3,716 

Golf  Courses  and  Parks 

25 

25,000 

625 

Total 

1,923 

49,426 

Note:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to 
change.  Dollars  in  1995$. 

Source:  HR&A,  Inc.,  February,  1996. 
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Indirect  Employment 

Spending  by  the  households  of  the  1,923  employed  workers  estimated  under  the  Peconic  Village 
Akemadve  will  also  goierate  additional  secondary  economic  activity.  Estimates  of  these  secondary 
jobs  and  namings  have  been  derived  from  the  RIMS  n  model  for  the  Nassau-Suffolk  region,  as  was 
done  for  the  other  ahematives.  Table  4.2-1 1  shows  that  total  direct  and  indirect  employment  at  full 
build-out  would  be  3,809  jobs,  with  indirect  employment  representing  49.5  percent,  or  1,886  jobs. 
Total  earnings  are  projected  to  be  $90.7  million,  of  which  $41.3  million  are  generated  indirectly. 
These  numbers  are  in  1995  dollars  but  the  volume  is  based  on  the  fiiU  build-out  scenario  in  year  2017. 
As  the  Peconic  Village  development  is  phased  in,  the  indirect  jobs  and  earnings  would  grow 
proportionately. 


Construction  Employment 

Capital  expenditures  for  infrastructure  elements  (new  roads,  utilities,  etc.)  would  likely  to  be  less  than 
that  of  the  Reuse  Plans  because  of  the  reduced  numbers  of  visitors.  The  theme  park  attraction 
component  is  eliminated  and  would  draw  many  more  visitors  than  the  two  golf  courses  that  are  part 
of  this  alternative.  Data  from  the  town’s  reuse  planning  process  estimated  that  the  Peconic  Village 
infrastructure  improvements  would  be  in  the  range  of  $27  million  to  $49  million.  The  higher  figure 
has  been  used  for  this  analysis.  Total  construction  costs  (including  infrastructure)  are  identified  in 
Table  4.2-12  and  are  estimated  to  be  $406.8  million,  less  than  the  Reuse  Plan  estimate  of  $484  million 
and  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  alternative  estimate  of  $432  million.  Using  methods  described  for 
the  Reuse  Plan,  an  estimated  4,089  direct  construction  jobs  and  4,862  indirect  jobs  would  be 
gen^ated  from  the  construction  activities.  Earnings  for  the  construction  phase  are  estimated  at  $132 
million  for  direct  employment  and  $113  million  for  indirect  employment. 

Fiscal  Impacts 

As  with  the  other  alternatives,  the  Peconic  Village  alternative  would  result  in  fiscal  benefits  from 
redevelopment  ofNWIRP  Calverton  even  though  the  estimated  number  of  direct  jobs  (1,923)  is  39 
percent  fewer  than  the  Raise  Plan.  Peconic  Village  direct  employment  earnings  are  estimated  to  be 
$49.4  million,  about  $31.9  million  less  than  the  Reuse  Plan. 

Using  the  same  assumptions  for  the  fiscal  impacts  of  the  Reuse  Plan,  and  pro-rating  them  to  the 
development  associated  wth  the  Peconic  Village  alternative,  projections  of  real  property,  sales,  and 
income  taxes  were  made  and  are  shown  in  Table  4.2-13.  Estimates  include  annual  real  property  tax 
collections  of  $8.3  million  (rounded);  sales  taxes  of  $2.3  million  (rounded);  and  income  taxes  of  $1 .7 
million.  Again,  using  the  same  revenue  distribution  assumptions  as  were  applied  to  the  Reuse  Plan 
anticipated  tax  revenues,  the  total  $12.3  million  in  new  revenues  would  be  distributed  to  the 
appropriate  jurisdictions. 
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Table  4.2-11 


Peconic  Village  Eatimated  Direct  and  Indirect  Employment  and  Earnings 


LanctUse 

tndustiiai 

Coda 

Oiract 

d(d)a 

Ofead: 

Eammgs 

(SmMbni) 

MoKoiera 

Total 

dobe 

Indirect : 
Jobe 

Totel 

Eatninga 

l$miion> 

indirect 

Earnings 

(Smffion) 

Jobs 

Earnings 

AftfiiRtAd  Housino 

77.0800 

275 

6.7 

1.5207 

1.742 

418 

143 

11.7 

5.0 

Industrial  Business 
Park 

62.0100 

1.036 

32.5 

2.2986 

1.862 

2.381 

60.5 

28.0 

Hotel/Conference 

Center 

72.0100 

360 

5.9 

1.7898 

1.9019 

644 

284 

11.2 

5.3 

Retail 

69.0200 

227 

3.7 

1.4276 

1.681 

324 

97 

6.2 

2.5 

Golf  Courees/Parks 

76.0206 

25 

0.6 

1.6283 

1.7926 

41 

16 

1.1 

0.5 

Totals 

1,923 

49.4 

3,808 

1,885 

90.7 

41.3 

Note:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  te  sutyect  to  change.  DoHars  in  1 995$. 
Source:  US  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis.  RIMS  II  model  of  Nassau-Suffolk  Region,  1996. - - - - - 


Table  4.2-12 

Peconic  Village  Alternative  Estimated  Construction  Costs 


UmdUae 

Cofistrudion  Costs 
($miliions) 

Senior  Housing 

200 

Assisted  Housing 

77 

Industrial  Business  Park 

26 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

28 

Retail 

17 

Golf  Courses  and  Parks 

10 

Infrastructure 

49 

Totals 

407 

Note:  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term 
(20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change. 
Dollars  in  1995$. 

Source:  Based  on  HR&A,  Inc.,  February  1 996, 
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Table  4.2-13 

Peconic  Viage  Estimated  Tax  Revenues 


1 

fotcomeTax 

Total 

Percent 

Senior  Housing 

5,130,000 

0 

0 

5,130,000 

41.7 

Assisted  Housing 

1,960,800 

0 

234,234 

17.8 

Industrial  Business 

Park 

647,500 

0 

1,136,932 

1,784,432 

14.5 

Hotei/Conference 

Center 

280,000 

310,250 

206,815 

797,065 

6.5 

Retail 

306,000 

1,963,500 

130,059 

2,399,559 

19.5 

Golf  Coumes/Parks 

i^iiiiiiiQiimiiim 

21,875 

21,875 

0.2 

Totals 

100 

Notes;  Estimates  are  approximate  based  on  a  long-term  (20-  year)  development  plan  that  is  subject  to  change.  The 
Reuse  Plan  provides  no  estimate  of  s^es  taxes  for  the  hotel  component  ^ese  are  estimated  here  based  on  50 
percent  occupancy  at  $50  daily  rate  and  8.5  percent  sales  tax. 

Percents  may  not  add  due  to  rounding. 

Source;  HR&A,  Development  Economics  Worksheets,  February  1996.  _ 


Housing 

The  Peconic  Village  Alternative  would  develop  new  on-site  housing  for  seniors,  aged  55  or  older 
(688  units  of  congregate  care  and  1,350  units  of  senior  retirement  housing).  This  proposal  would 
make  a  major  contribution  to  meeting  assisted  housing  and  senior  housing  needs  in  the  region.  A 
large  proportion  of  the  population  of  Riverhead,  and  Southampton  in  particular,  is  aged  65  and  over 
(20.5  percent  and  19  percent,  respectively).  No  specific  profile  of  anticipated  housing  costs  or 
anticipated  resident  population  was  provided  as  part  of  the  reuse  planning  process  for  the  Peconic 
Village  alternative;  consequently,  an  assessment  of  how  well  the  housing  element  of  the  Peconic 
Village  would  meet  specific  housing  needs  in  the  region  is  not  possible. 
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4.3  Community  Services 

4.3.1  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  there  would  be  no  redevelopment  at  NWIRP  Calverton. 
Consequently,  there  would  be  no  new  demand  for  community  services.  These  conditions  represent 
the  baseline  condition  assumed  for  the  no  action  alternative. 


4.3.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

No  new  housing  units  woild  be  developed  under  the  Raise  Plan  and  no  new  residential  development 
is  likdy  to  be  induced;  therefore,  thae  would  be  little  or  no  effect  upon  those  services  usually  focused 
on  serving  the  residential  population,  particularly  schools  and  health  services.  Other  community 
services  which  relate  more  directly  to  the  types  of  development  envisioned  at  NWIRP  Calverton 
unda  the  Reuse  Plan,  particularly  tlw  anagaicy  services  of  police,  fire,  and  ambulance,  would  likely 
see  additional  demands. 

Schools 

As  previoudy  noted,  no  direct  or  indirect  effects  on  school  services  and  facilities  are  expected  fi'om 
the  Reuse  Plan  since  no  new  residents  or  their  families  are  anticipated. 

Health  Care 

The  location  and  availability  of  hospitals  and  hospital  beds  were  presented  in  Subchapter  3.3.2. 
Hospital  occupancy  rates  are  78  percoit  at  Stony  Brook,  70  percent  at  Brookhaven,  and  100  percent 
at  Riverhead.  In  general,  demand  projections  for  medical/sur^cal  and  pediatric  unit  hospitals  are 
declining,  based  largely  on  trends  of  reduced  stays  in  hospitals.  Given  that  no  new  residential 
population  is  projected  under  the  Reuse  Plan,  the  only  new  demands  would  be  to  serve  the  employees 
and  visitor  populations  at  the  site. 

The  new  worker  population  at  the  redeveloped  NWIRP  Calverton  would  increase  to  an  estimated 
3,175  employees  by  year  2017.  Until  the  late  1980s,  the  facility  employed  approximately  2,800 
workers  and,  consequently,  the  proposed  employment  under  the  Reuse  Plan  is  within  the  range 
historically  served  by  the  lo^  health  fecilifies.  The  nuyor  differoice  would  be  the  numbers  of  visitors 
drawn  to  the  thane  park  and  commercial/recreation  activities  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan.  As  many 
as  2,500,00  annual  viators  are  projected  for  the  theme  park  and  300,000  to  the  sports  venue.  While 
this  is  a  sizeable  increase,  the  kinds  of  health  services  likely  to  be  required  would  focus  more  on 
emergency/trauma  conditions  and  would  be  likely  to  represent  only  a  small  daily  increase  to  demands 
on  the  health  fedlities  that  serve  Suffolk  County’s  estimated  1994  resident  population  of  1,349,300. 
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The  present  availability  of  hospital  beds  and  the  possible  decline  in  demand  indicate  that  the 
redevelopment  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  including  its  associated  visitor  population,  would  be  unlikely 
to  present  any  particular  problems  for  the  county’s  health  care  facilities.  The  phased  Rwise  Plan 
devdopment  over  20  years  would  also  provide  anq)le  lead  time  for  expansion  of  facihties  to  meet  any 
specific  health  services  that  may  be  affected. 

Public  Safety  and  Emergency  Services 

The  redeveloproent  ofNWIRP  Calverton  as  the  Reuse  Plan  would  potentially  present  an  increase  in 
service  demands  on  the  surrounding  communities’  safety  and  security  services.  Discussions  with 
township  and  district  representatives  indicated  no  anticipated  problems  in  meeting  this  future  demand, 
gyen  the  scope  of  redevelopment  and  the  timefianw  for  in^)lementation. 

No  new  resident  population  would  be  expected  fi'om  the  Rwse  Plan,  service  demands  would  relate 
to  the  new  devdopments  on  ate  and  the  viators  drawn  to  them.  The  development  of  new  structures 
would  need  to  be  constructed  according  to  applicable  fire  and  safety  codes  with  sprinkler  systems 
and,  consequently,  would  present  minimal  fire  risks.  Existing  structures  at  NWIRP  Calverton  are 
already  so  equipjid.  In  addition,  public  safety  would  be  reviewed  for  facilities  drawing  visitor 
populations  of  over  5,000,  and  the  project  would  require  permits  issued  by  Suffolk  County  Health 
Department,  Division  of  Emergency  Services  (NYS  Sanitary  Code,  Part  18).  Discussion  with  the 
Director  of  Re^onal  EMS  indicated  that  private  facilities  drawing  large  populations  would  be 
required  to  maintain  their  own  emergency  vehicles  and  facilities,  proportionate  to  the  population 
(Larkin,  June  25,  1996). 

Discussions  with  Town  of  Riverhead  Police  and  Suffolk  County  Police  indicated  the  probability  that 
the  folly  devdoped  Reuse  Plan  would  be  of  a  size  and  character  requiring  its  own  security  force  and 
would,  therefore,  present  minimal  increases  in  demand  upon  their  services  (Grattan,  and  Micheal, 
June  iV  and  June  20, 1996). 

If  increases  in  the  demand  for  these  community  services  were  to  occur  during  the  20-year 
development  period,  increases  in  demand  for  these  community  services  resulted,  there  would  be 
substantial  new  tax  revenues  available  to  assist  in  covering  the  costs  of  expanded  services.  Table  4.2- 
5  shows  that  increases  in  town  and  county  revenues  are  projected  to  be  $3.8  million  in  property  taxes; 
of  the  total  sales  taxes  generated,  one-half  or  $6.4  million  (rounded)  would  be  distributed  locally. 
The  projected  increase  in  property  taxes  represents  approximately  20  percent  of  the  Town  of 
Riverhead’s  1995  budget  of  $18.4  million.  No  significant  financial  difficulties  would  be  expected, 
therefore,  in  meeting  any  potential  growth  in  demand  for  these  services. 

Parks  and  Recreation 

The  Reuse  Plan  proposes  the  development  of  substantial  designated  open  space,  park,  and 
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reCTeational  &cilides,  totaling  884  aCTCS  (358  hectares),  not  counting  the  theme  park  and  commercial 
recreation  areas.  This  designated  total  is  comprised  of: 

•  438  acres  (176  hectares)  of  Pine  Barrens  Core  Preservation  Area; 

•  137  acres  (55  hectares)  of  natural  undistuibed  lands  west  of  McKay  Lake; 

•  183  acres  (74  hectares)  for  an  active  community  park  south  of  the  industrial  core 
fronting  Grumman  Boulevard; 

•  24  acres  (10  hectares)  of  buffer  area  along  Route  25  adjacent  to  the  Calverton 
National  Cemetery; 

•  27  acres  (1 1  hectares)  of  lands  for  a  parir  within  the  industrial  core; 

•  27  acres  (1 1  hectares)  of  natural  area  in  the  northeast  to  serve  as  an  endangered 
species  habitat;  and 

•  48  acres  (19  hectares)  of  additional  open  space. 

The  proposed  18-hole  public  golf  course  of  166  acres  (67  hectares)  would  provide  additional  open 
space  recreational  opportunities. 

The  theme  park  attractions  would  provide  a  major  regional  recreational  facility  on  434  acres  (176 
hectares)  of  the  ^e  and  is  expected  to  draw  2,500,000  visitors  per  season.  In  addition,  a  commercial 
reCTeational  centCT  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  site  would  provide  a  family  entertainment  center, 
skating  rink,  and  a  sports  stadium,  with  annual  visitors  estimated  at  300,000.  Successful  development 
of  these  proposed  dements  would  provide  a  major  increment  to  existing  recreational  facilities  in  the 
region. 

As  a  separate  but  related  action,  all  of  the  buffer  lands  outside  of  the  fence  comprising  3,138  acres 
(1,241  hectares)  would  be  di^)osed  of  and  given  to  the  NYSDEC.  These  lands  would  be  legislatively 
mandated  to  ronain  in  thdr  natural  state  for  conservation  and  recreational  purposes  (Subchapter  1.1). 


4.3.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Many  of  the  assumptions  and  much  of  the  rationale  for  the  Reuse  Plan  may  also  be  applied  to  the 
Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative.  Like  the  Reuse  Plan,  there  would  be  no  new 
residents  on  ate  nor  would  induced  population  be  likely.  As  described  in  Subchapter  2.4,  the  primary 
differences  between  this  alternative  and  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be: 

•  A  permanent  automobile  raceway  replaces  the  aviation  and  aircraft  use; 

•  S«vice  retail  (32  aaes  or  13  hectares)  and  the  industrial  core  park  recreation  area  (27 
acres  or  1 1  hectares)  are  eliminated;  and 

•  The  industrial  business  park  is  reduced  in  size  from  282  acres  (1 14  hectares)  to  217 
acres  (88  hectares). 
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Schools 

No  direct  or  indirect  effects  on  school  services  and  fiicihties  would  result  from  the  Enterprise 
Paric/Raceway  Alternative  because  no  new  residents  or  thdr  Emilies  are  anticipated. 

Health  Care 

This  alternative  would  create  an  estimated  2,199  jobs,  or  30  percent  fewer  than  the  Reu^  Plan 
(Subch^ter  4.2.3).  However,  the  raceway  is  estimated  to  increase  the  number  of  event  visitors  to 
the  site  by  500,000  per  year  (Project  Calverton  Inc.,  1995).  As  with  the  Reuse  Plan,  and  despite  the 
increase  in  event  vigors,  the  availalrility  of  health  fiidlities  and  savices  described  in  Subchapter  3.3.2 
would  be  adequate  in  coping  with  the  twnporary.  visitor  population  and  workers  at  the  site.. 

Public  Safety  and  Emergency  Services 

While  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  would  shift  some  of  the  development  from  new 
employment  to  new  visitors  (compared  to  the  Reuse  Plan),  only  modest  net  shifts  in  demand  for  these 
services  would  result.  As  noted  in  the  discussion  of  impacts  for  the  Reuse  Plan  (Subchapter  4.3.2), 
the  provision  of  private  security  and  emergency  services  on  site,  together  with  increases  in  the  local 
tax  base  from  private  redevelopment  of  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be  expected  to  support  the  small 
increments  in  service  capacity  that  may  be  required. 

Parks  and  Recreation 

The  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  would  provide  an  increment  of 999  acres  (405 
hectares)  of  designated  new  open  space,  park,  and  recreation  land  to  the  community.  The  27-acre 
(1  l-hectare)  park  in  the  industrial  core  would  be  eliminated  to  accommodate  the  automobile  raceway. 
The  private  recreational  con^n«its  of  the  theme  paik  attractions  and  the  commercial  recreation  area 
would  remain  the  same  but  would  be  joined  by  the  835-acre  (338-hectare)  raceway.  Buffer  lands 
would  be  di^sed  of  to  the  NYSDEC  for  conservation  and  recreational  activities.  In  summary,  the 
provision  of  new  public  parkland  and  recreational  facilities  would  represent  a  major  increase  in  the 
availability  of  such  facilities  in  the  region. 


4.3.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

The  Peconic  Village  Alternative  is  the  only  one  that  would  introduce  a  residential  population  to  the 
NWIRP  Calverton  site.  Like  the  other  alternatives,  because  of  the  scale  of  the  potential  job 
devdopmojt  (an  estimated  1,923  jobs  at  full  build-out  in  20  years),  the  affected  community  services 
would  relate  directly  to  the  redeveloped  site  itself,  rather  than  to  serving  a  new  induced  population 
off*  site. 
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Schools 

As  with  the  Reuse  Plan  and  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Ahemative,  no  direct  or  indirect  effects  on 
sdKxd  services  and  fiidlities  would  be  expected  fixxn  the  Pectxitc  Village  Alternative.  This  is  because 
the  new  readmits  would  be  seniors  without  school-aged  children,  and  the  anticipated  new 
employment  (estimated  at  1,923  jobs)  would  not  be  of  a  scale  likely  to  induce  new  residents  to  the 
area. 


Health  Care 

The  Peconic  Village  Alternative  would  generate  an  estiinated  new  senior  population  of 2,889  on  site, 
of  which  688  would  live  in  congregate  care  units  and  2,197  would  live  in  senior  housing. 
Crmsequently,  the  anticipatedimpacts-on  heahh  care  services,  particulariy  geriatric  services,  would 
be  greater  than  for  the  Raise  Plan  and  the  Enterprise  Park^aceway  Alternative.  No  plans  or 
cooperative  arrangements  are  cited  in  the  Reuse  Plan  as  having  been  developed  with  area  hospitals 
for  this  alternative.  Nonetheless,  given  the  anticipated  declining  demand  for  hospital  beds,  the  scale 
of  existing  health  facilities,  and  the  small  increment  the  new  population  represents  compared  to  the 
regional  population,  no  significant  health  care  impacts  are  expected.  Moreover,  given  the  20-year 
development  horizon  of  this  residential  alternative,  any  particular  emergent  health  care  problems 
would  have  substantial  lead  time  to  be  addressed. 

Public  Safety  and  Emergency  Services 

The  impact  analysis  of  the  Reuse  Plan  for  safety  and  emergency  services  indicated  no  major  problems 
in  meeting  the  anticipated  growth  in  demand  created  by  the  redevelopment  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 
While  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  adds  new  residents  to  the  site,  projected  employment  is  only 
61  percent  of  the  Reuse  Plan  employment  (1,923  and  3,175  jobs,  respectively).  Moreover,  the 
elimination  of  the  theme  paric  attractions  and  commercial  recreation  area  would  eliminate  the  large 
numba  of  seasonal  vigors  to  the  site.  The  Peconic  Village  Alternative  does,  however,  increase  the 
retail  componoit  to  190,000  sq  ft  (17,763  sq  m)  conq>ared  to  100,000  sq  ft  (9,300  sq  m)  in  the  Reuse 
Plan.  Overall,  only  modest  net  shifts  in  demand  for  public  safety  and  emergency  services  are 
predicted  and  no  adverse  impacts  are  likely  from  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative.  In  addition,  the 
increase  in  the  local  tax  base  fi’om  private  redevelopment  of  the  site  would  be  expected  to  support 
the  small  increments  in  service  capacity  that  may  be  required. 

Parks  and  Recreation 

The  Peconic  Village  Alternative  would  provide  a  substantial  incranent  of  parkland  recreation  facilities 
in  the  area  -  a  total  of  1,428  acres  (578  hectares)  of  designated  open  space  and  parkland.  In  addition 
to  the  168-acre  (68-hectare)  jHiblic  golf  course,  common  to  both  the  Reuse  Plan  and  the  Peconic 
Village  Ahemative,  thae  would  be  a  192-acre  (78-hectares)  private  golf  course.  The  Peconic  Village 
Alternative  would  provide  the  greatest  increment  to  public  parkland  of  the  three  alternatives,  but  it 
would  not  provide  the  private  recreational  facilities  of  the  theme  park  and  commercial  recreation 
areas  proposed  in  the  other  alternatives. 
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In  (Mxler  to  pt«(Uct  fiiture  traffic  volumes  under  the  no  action  ahemative,  it  is  necessary  to  document 
historical  traffic  conditions  and  changes  in  the  study  area  as  weU  as  future  changes  in  traffic 
generators  (readential  and  employment  carters  that  ^  likdy  be  constructed,  erqranded  or  closed 
by  the  build  year  of  2017).  A  growth  rate  of  2.5  percent  per  year  was  used  to  account  for  general 
background  traffic  growth  in  the  area  and  was  provided  by  NYSDOT  (Thomwell,  June  7, 1996).  To 
document  other  developments  that  will  be  in  operation  by  the  build  year,  the  townships  of  Riverhead 
and  Brookhaven  were  consulted. 

Several  rhanges  in  traffic  genoation  are  expected  to  occur  by  2017.  The  town  of  Riverhead  provided 
a  list  of  projects  that  will  be  operable  and  likely  to  have  an  impact  within  the  study  area.  Trips 
goierated  by  these  projects  were  developed  from  trip  generation  rates  published  by  the  Institute 
Transportation  Engineers  (ITE).  The  projects  from  Riverhead  included  the  following: 

•  Office  Complex  at  Edwards  Avenue  and  Route  25  -This  74,800-sq-ft  (6,949-sq-m) 
office  devdopment  would  generate  ad(htional  trips  along  Edwards  Avenue  and  Route 
25,  particularly  during  the  weekday  commuter  peaks. 

•  Ice  Rink  &  Recreational  Facility  -  A  35,100-sq-ft  (3,261-sq-m)  recreational  facility 
located  along  Edwards  Avenue  to  the  south  of  Route  25.  Trips  generated  by  this 
fiicility  generally  occur  during  the  weekday  pm  peak  and  on  the  weekend. 

•  Omni  Solid  Waste  Transfer  Station  -  Located  along  Route  25  between  Route  25A 
and  Edwards  Avenue,  trips  generated  by  this  17,5(X)-sq-ft  (1,626-sq-m)  facility  are 
limited  to  trucks  during  the  weekdays. 

•  Tanger  Outlet  Expansion  -  The  450,000-sq-ft  (41,805-sq-m)  expansion  of  this 
commercial  facility  would  generate  additional  trips  along  Route  25.  It  is  located  to 
the  east  of  the  Long  Island  Expressway  on  Route  25. 

•  lUverhead  Center  -  A  new  430,000-sq-ft  (39,947-sq-m)  commercial  establishment  is 
planned  along  Route  25  to  the  east  of  the  Long  Island  Expressway.  Some  additional 
trips  generated  from  this  facility  are  expected  along  Route  25. 

A  review  of  development  projects  likely  to  be  constructed  and  in  operation  in  the  town  of 
Brookhaven  by  the  build-out  year  was  conducted.  These  projects  within  approximately  two  mi  (3.2 
km)  of  NWIRP  Calverton  were  used  to  generate  additional  vehicle  trips  basc^l  on  trip  generation  rates 
published  by  ITE.  A  summary  of  the  developments  considered  included: 
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•  1,673  single  femily  homes  and  condominiums; 

•  1^6  million  sq  ft  (148,640  sq  m)  of  retail  space; 

•  69,000  sq  ft  (6,410  sq  m)  of  commercial  office  space; 

•  67,000  sq  ft  (6,224  sq  m)  of  senior  hou^;  and 

•  157,000  sq  ft  (14,585  sq  m)  of  industrial  space. 

Therefore,  the  future  baseline  traffic  network  uses  existing  (1996)  volumes  as  a  baseline,  provides 
2.5  percent  per  year  background  growth,  and  adds  trips  to  account  for  the  specific  developments  m 
Riverhead  and  Brookhavea  The  street  network  is  assmned  to  ronain  the  same  as  there  are  presently 
no  scheduled  major  changes  by  New  York  State,  Suffolk  County,  or  Riverhead. 

LOS  Analysis  " 

Capacity  analysis  and  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  determinations  for  the  future  baseline  condition  were 
paformed  for  the  same  intersections  studied  as  for  existing  conditions  (Chapter  3.4).  The  significant 
background  traffic  growth,  along  with  traffic  generated  by  the  future  developments  in  Riverhead  ^d 
Brookhaven,  would  result  in  most  of  the  signalized  intersectioris  operating  at  or  above  capaaty. 
Extenave  delays  and  congestion  would  result.  Under  the  no  action  alternative,  for  all  the  am,  pm, 
and  weekend  peak  hours  at  Locations  1  through  5  (except  Lowtion  3  on  the  weekend),  the  LOS 
would  be  F  which  represents  unacceptable  conditions  to  most  drivers  where  operations  have  delays 
in  excess  of  60  seconds  per  vehicle.  LOS  for  all  the  am,  pm,  and  weekend  peak  hours  at  Locations 
5, 6,  and  7  would  be  A,  characterized  as  operations  with  very  low  delays  (i.e.,  less  than  five  seconds 
vdiicle).  The  results  of  the  overall  LOS  analysis  for  am,  pm,  and  Saturday  peak  hours  is  provided 
below  in  Table  4.4-1,  and  the  complete  LOS  analysis  is  provided  in  Appendix  C. 


Table  4.4-1 

Summary  of  Overall  LOS  Analysis  -  Future  Baseline  Condilions 


hitersection 

AM  Peak 
Hour 

Overall  LOS 

PM  Peak 
Hour 

Overall  LOS 

Weekend 
Peak  Hour 
Overall  LOS 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Rocky  Point  Road  (Location  1) 

F 

F 

F 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Edwards  Road  (Location  2) 

F 

F 

F 

Middle  Country  Road  and  North  County  Road  (Location  3) 

F 

F 

C 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Manorville  Road  (Location  4) 

F 

F 

RT  495  East  (Long  Island  Expressway)  and  Schultz  Road 
(Location  5) 

A 

A 

A 

RT  495  West  (Long  Island  Expressway)  and  Schultz  Road 
(Location  6) 

A 

A 

A 

Edvrards  Avenue  and  River  Road  (Location  7) 

A 

A 

A 
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Public  Transportation 

The  existing  bus  lines  in  the  study  area  are  expected  to  accommodate  future  increases  in  ridership 
demands  without  appreciable  degradation  in  operation. 


4.4.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

The  proposed  Raise  Plan  development  incorporates  a  variety  of  land  uses  including  the  industrial 
business  paric,  theme  park,  GA/cargo  airport,  commercial  recreation  area  and  a  golf  course. 

Assumptions 

Where  applicable,  trips  genoated  by  the  Reuse  Plan  have  been  based  on  trip  generation  rates  in  Trip 
Generation  (TTE,  1991).  Otherwise,  estimates  of  trip  generation  were  developed  using  information 
from  other  sources  as  noted  below.  Table  4.4-2  provides  a  summary  of  proposed  Reuse  Plan  land 
uses,  trip  generation  rates,  and  generated  vehicle  trips  for  am,  pm,  and  Saturday  peak  hours.  Trips 
developed  from  ITE  trip  generation  rates  are  identified  by  the  ITE  land  use  code. 

The  following  additional  assumptions  have  been  used  in  the  development  of  trips  in  Table  4.4-2: 

•  Within  the  Theme  Paric,  trips  gena^ed  by  the  “Attractions”  land  use  component  were 
devdoped  based  on  trip  goieration  characteristics  for  the  Six  Flags  Great  Adventure 
Theme  Park  in  Jackson,  New  Jersey  (McDonough  &  Rea  Associates,  1996).  The 
Great  Adventure  facility  is  a  major  theme  park  in  the  northeast  and  has  operational 
characteristics  similar  to  those  expected  for  the  theme  park  attractions  with  patrons 
arriving  primarily  by  auto.  The  attractions  would  open  at  10:00  am  and  operate  until 
1 1 :00  pm  during  the  summer  peak  season.  Estimated  vehicle  trips  were  developed 
from  the  e}q)ect^  yearly  attendance  level  at  the  theme  attractions  compared  to  actual 
yearly  attendance  recorded  at  Great  Adventure.  Annual  attendance  at  Great 
Adventure  was  4  million  visitors  in  1995  (McDonough  &  Rea,  1996),  while  expected 
mayimiim  annual  attendance  for  Reuse  Plan  attractions  is  2.5  million  visitors.  A  4:2.5 
proportion  of  attendance  levels  was  applied  to  vehicle  trips  generated  for  Great 
Advoiture  to  estimate  theme  park  attraction  vdiicle  trips.  Vehicle  trips  generated  for 
the  theme  park  attractions  were  estimated  to  be  63  percent  of  the  trips  generated  by 
Great  Adventure  during  peak  attendance  levels. 
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Generated  Vehicle  Trips 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan-  Weekday 


Generated  Vehicle  Trips 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  -  Saturday 


Disposal  and  R^ise 


•  To  generate  trips  to  the  8,000  seat  stadium  of  the  Commercial  Recreation 
area,  a  soW-out  event  was  assumed  with  a  two-hour  amval  pattern.  Research 
has  indicated  auto  occupancy  for  this  type  of  fecility  is  3.0 
automobile  (Weant  and  Levinson,  1990).  Therefore,  a  sold-out  (8,000 
mectator)  event  would  genmite  i^proximatdy  2,700  veWcles  during  a  ^o- 
hour  arrival  pattern,  or  1,350  vehicles  per  hour.  In  addition  to  the  amvmg 
volume,  a  ten  percent  exiting  volume  was  applied  for  drop-oflf  vehicle  trips. 
Adjacent  to  the  stadium,  a  Family  Entertainment  Center  would  generate 
300,000  visitors  per  year. 

Vehicle  trips  generated  by  these  visitors  were  developed  by  applying  a  similar  vdiicle  trip/visitor 

proportion  as  used  for  the  Theme  Park  attractions. 

•  Trips  to  the  Service  Retail  uses  are  expected  to  be  pass-by  or  shared  trips  generated 
by  other  uses  within  the  site.  They  would  not  contribute  a  substantial  amoun^f 
additional  trips  to  the  roadway  network.  Therefore,  trip  rates  as  provided  by  ITE 
were  reduced  by  50  percent. 

.  Aviation  land  use  vehicle  trips  were  developed  from  anticipated  employment  and  the 

number  of  expected  daily  flights. 

•  Trips  generated  by  the  industrial  business  park,  hotel/conference  center,  golf  course, 
and  op«i  ^)ace  (paridand)  land  uses  wwe  based  on  trip  rates  in  Trip  Generation  (ITE, 

1996). 

Traffic  generation  characteristics  for  the  proposed  uses  exhibit  v^g  temporal  distributions.  In 

order  to  develop  the  appropriate  analysis  time  periods,  the  following  assumptions  were  made. 

.  Industrial  Business  Park  -  Trips  generated  by  this  887,500  sq  ft  (82,449  sq  m) 
development  would  occur  primarily  during  typical  weekday  am  and  pm  commuter 
peaks.  To  a  lesser  degree,  trips  would  also  be  generated  on  Saturdays. 

•  Theme  Park  -  A  miyor  portion  of  this  district  would  consist  of  the  “attractions”  land 
use  with  support  facilities  such  as  a  hotel,  campgrounds,  and  retail  uses.  Assumed 
hoius  of  operation  were  between  10:00  am  and  1 1  ;00  pm.  The  McDonough  &  Rea 
study  for  Great  Adventure  notes  the  greatest  number  of  trips  after  the  park  closes, 
between  11:00  pm  and  12:00  am. 

•  Aviation/Aircraft  Use  -  Aviation  would  be  a  mix  of  air  cargo  and  general  aviation 
operations.  There  would  be  242  flights  per  day  with  generated  vehicle  trips  occumng 
during  am  and  pm  commuter  peaks.  Although  use  on  Saturdays  would  likely 
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decrease,  houriy  vehicle  trips  generated  during  weekday  peaks  would  also  be  applied 
to  the  Saturday  analysis  period. 

•  Commerdal  Recreation  -  Trips  generated  by  these  facilities  would  occur  during  pm 
oxnmuter  and  Saturday  peaks.  The  actual  time  period  of  greatest  impact  would  be 
dq>endent  upon  the  starting  time  of  the  scheduled  event. 

•  Public  Golf  Course  -  Trips  generated  by  the  1 8-hole  golf  course  would  occur  during 
am  and  pm  commuter  peaks,  and  the  Saturday  peak. 

Analysis  periods  conadered  for  weekday  conditions  are  typical  am  and  pm  commuter  peak  periods. 
However,  land  uses  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Paric  Reuse  Plan  would  result  in  various  traffic 
generation  peaks  throughout  a  Saturday.  The  appropriate  traffic  analysis  time  period  on  Saturday 
was  developed  considering  the  expected  temporal  distribution  of  generated  trips  for  proposed  land 
uses. 

To  determine  the  appropriate  peak.  Table  4.4-3  was  developed  to  provide  expected  hourly  trip 
generation  characteristics  of  each  use.  A  “worst  case  scenario”  was  modeled  by  assuming  a  stadium 
event  wmjld  be  scheduled  for  8:00  pm  on  Saturday.  As  noted  in  the  table,  the  most  significant  peak 
occurs  between  1 1 :00  pm  and  midnight,  as  the  p^  exiting  volume  fi-om  the  theme  park  coincides 
with  the  peak  stadium  exiting  volume. 

Trips  were  distributed  throughout  the  roadway  network  based  on  likely  travel  routes  to  the  site. 
These  trips  account  for  new  internal  circulation  routes,  including  a  new  entrance  on  River  Road. 
Distribution  of  these  trips  on  the  local  street  network  is  provided  in  Figure  4.4-1  (Vehicle  Trip 
Distribution). 

Capacity  analyses  were  performed  for  the  same  intersections  considered  under  existing  and  future 
basdine  conditions.  The  Reuse  Plan  would  generate  considerable  additional  trips:  2,693  additional 
peak  hour  trips  are  generated  during  the  weekday  am  peak  hour,  4,161  additional  trips  during  the 
weekday  pm  peak,  and  4,882  additional  trips  during  the  Saturday  peak  (Table  4.4-2).  These 
additional  trips  would  create  a  dramatic  increase  in  congestion  levels.  Results  of  capacity  analyses 
are  provided  in  Table  4  4-4.  A  comparison  of  this  table  with  the  capacity  analysis  indicates  that  the 
Reuse  Plan  would  significantly  impact  all  of  the  study  area  intersections  during  both  weekday  and 
weekend  analysis  conditions.  Under  the  future  baseline  condition,  the  intersections  would  operate 
poorly.  The  Reuse  Plan  would  worsen  these  conditions.  The  LOS  for  Location  5  would  change  from 
A  under  the  future  basdine  conditi(Mi  to  F  with  the  Reuse  Plan  for  all  peak  hours.  The  pm  peak  hour 
LOS  few  Locations  6  and  7  are  also  adversely  affected  under  the  Reuse  Plan;  the  LOS  would  change 
fi-om  A  for  both  locations  to  E  and  F  for  Locations  6  and  7,  respectively. 
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Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  -  Weekend 
24-Hour  Vehicular  Volumes 
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Table  4.4-4 

Summary  of  Overall  LOS  Analysis  -  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 


bitnaecicm 

AMPeakHour 

OvaralLOS 

PMPaakHour 

OwraHLOS 

Weekend  Peak 
Hour 

Overall  LOS 

Mkidle  Country  Road  and  Rocky  Point  Road  (LocatkNi  1) 

F 

F 

F 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Edwards  Road  (Location  2) 

F 

F 

F 

Mkldle  Country  Road  and  North  County  Road  (Locatk>rv3) 

F 

F 

C 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Manorville  Road  (Location  4) 

F 

F 

F 

RT  495  East  (Long  Island  Expressway)  and  Schultz  Road 
(Location  S) 

F 

F 

F 

RT  495  West  (Long  Island  Expressway)  and  Schultz  Road 
(Location  6) 

A 

E 

F 

Edwards  Avenue  and  River  Road  (Location  7) 

A 

F 

C 

Several  options  woe  investigated  to  mitigate  these  potential  impacts.  Signal  timing  adjustments,  new 
phasing  plans  and  geometric  improvements  were  considered.  These  mitigative  measures  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  S. 

Public  Transportation 

Minimal  increases  in  existing  public  transit  system  use  are  expected  under  Reuse  Plan.  This  is 
because  the  modal  split  for  the  generators  would  heavily  favor  the  automobile.  Therefore,  the 
existing  system  would  experience  only  minor  impacts,  and  would  continue  to  operate  acceptably. 


4.4.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  trips  generated  by  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  were  developed  using  assumptions 
similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan.  However,  events  at  the  automobile  raceway  introduce  different  trip 
generation  characteristics.  Attendance  levels  at  the  racetrack  would  vary  considerably,  depending 
on  the  event  scheduled.  Typically,  local  amateur  events  would  be  scheduled  on  weekends  during  the 
summer.  According  to  Project  Calverton  Inc.,  approximately  she  major  weekend  events  would  be 
scheduled  over  the  racing  season;  two  of  the  major  events,  a  Winston  Cup  Race  and  an  Indy  Car 
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lUc*  would  otpect  atteodaiKO  of  up  to  60,000  people.  Performing  cepachy  emlysis  end 

onsiiiimiiig  improvements  for  these  unusurf  everts  was  not  cona^  ^i^le  end  was 

SSr^t  performed.  Rather,  an  analysis  of  a  sm^,  more  typical,  ™ 

considered.  For  analysis  purposes,  a  Sports  Car  Club  of  America  Race  with  attenti  on  ^ 

was  --■■-»«><  The  Sports  Car  Chih  of  America  event  would  likely  generate  peak  hourly  volun^ 
of  2,300  vph  (Dunn.  Januaiy  18, 1996)  Since  these  race  events  would  occur  onty  on 
racettadt,gen«ated  trips  were  appUed  to  the  Saturday  peak.  This  altemauve  would  gene«e  2,096 
am  peak  and  3,707  pm  peak  vehkte  trips  during  the  week,  and  7,460  vehicle  tnps  dutmg 

the  Saturday  peak  (Table  4.4-5). 

Analysis  periods  considered  for  weekday  conditions  were  typical  am  and  pm  commuter  peaks.  Table 
4^^^  expected  hourly  trips  generated^  A  weekend ‘^orst  case  scenano 

was  considered,  with  an  event  at  the  stadium  occurring  at  1 :00  pm.  This  condition  would  result  m 
the  peak  inbound  flows  occurring  simultaneously  at  the  theme  park,  stadium,  and  racetrack.  As  no 

intl^le,peakflowwouldoccurbetweenll:00amand  12:00pm.  The  peak  volumes  f^the^ 

and  pm  peak  hours  are  22  and  1 1  percent  less,  respectively  than  the  peak  volumes  cdculated  for  the 
Reuse  Plan.  The  Saturday  peak  is  more  than  1.5  times  greater  than  the  Reuse  Plan  under  the  assumed 

mryor  raceway  event. 

Capacity  analyses  were  performed  for  the  same  intersections  considered  for  the  Reuse  Plaii.  TWs 
ak^ve  generates  fewer  weekday  vehicle  trips  than  the  Reuse  Plan,  due  to  the  reduced  mdustnal 
business  park  component  of  the  site.  Hence,  weekday  impacts  to  the  study  ar^  mtersection  we 
somewhat  less  than  the  Reuse  Plan.  However,  the  racetrack  component  of  this  alternative,  and  the 
scheduled  weekend  events,  results  in  a  substantiaUy  greater  impact  on  the  Saturday  peak  thw  the 
Reuse  Plan.  In  terms  of  overaU  LOS,  this  alternative,  hke  the  Reuse  Plan,  would  cause  F-leve 
conditions  at  Locations  1  through  5  for  the  am,  pm,  and  weekend  peak  hours.  Generally,  overall 
LOS  at  Locations  6  and  7  are  somewhat  improved  compared  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  due  to  toww 
weekday  vehicle  trips  because  of  the  reduced  Industrial  Business  Park  component  of  the  site. 
However,  the  racetrack  component  of  the  this  alternative  and  associated  w^kend  events  results  m 
a  substantially  greater  impact  on  the  Saturday  peak  than  the  Reuse  Plan.  The  overdl  results  of  the 
LOS  analysis  is  provided  in  Table  4.4-7  and  the  complete  analysis  is  contamed  m  Ap^ndi^. 
Capacity  analyses  were  performed  for  the  same  intersections  considered  for  the  Reuse  Plan,  ms 
alternative  generates  considerably  fewer  vehicle  trips  than  the  Reuse  Plan.  Hence  impacts  to  the 
study  area  irtersections  are  likewise  diminished.  The  overall  results  of  the  LOS  analysis  is  provided 
in  Table  4.4-7,  with  the  complete  results  provided  in  Appendix  C. 
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Generated  Vehicle  Trips 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  -  Weekday 


Generated  Vehicle  Trips 

Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  -  Saturday 


Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  AHemative  -  Weekend 
24-hour  Vehicular  Volumes 
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Table  4.4-7 


Summary  of  Overall  LOS  Analysis  -  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Racevray  Alternative 


tnteisection 

AM  Peak 

OvaraitLOS 

PM  Peak 
,  Hour 

Weekend 
Peak  Hour 
OueraBLOS 

Mkkile  Country  Road  and  Rocky  Point  Road  (Location  1) 

F 

F 

F 

Mkkile  Country  Road  and  Edwards  Road  (Location  2) 

F 

F 

F 

Middle  Country  Road  and  North  County  Road  (Location  3) 

F 

F 

C 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Manorville  Road  (Location  4) 

F 

F 

F 

RT  495  East  G-ong  Island  Expressway)  antf  Schultz  Road 
(Location  5) 

F 

F 

F 

RT  495  West  (Long  Island  Expressway)  and  ochuHz  Road 
(Location  6) 

A 

C 

F 

Edwards  Avenue  and  River  Road  (Location  7) 

A 

C 

A 

This  alternative  generates  fewer  trips  than  the  preferred  action  and  weekday  operation  is  improv^ 
over  the  Reuse  Plan;  however,  overall  poor  traffic  operation  is  expected  to  continue  under  this 
ahamative,  similar  to  the  fiiture  baseline  condition.  Operation  at  the  study  area  intersections  remans 
poor,  with  most  lane  group  movements  operating  at  LOS  F,  even  though  the  v/c  ratios^  are 
marginally  improved  in  comparison  to  the  Reuse  Plan.  Weekend  conditions  exhibit  more  constrained 
operations  as  compared  with  the  Reuse  Plan.  Extensive  delays  and  congestion  can  be  expected  as 
racetrack-,  stadium-,  and  theme  park-generated  traffic  are  simultaneously  destined  for  the  site. 


4.4.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Trips  generated  by  the  residential  component  of  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  were  developed  using 
ITE  Trip  Generation  rates.  It  was  assumed  the  private  gclf  course  would  not  generate  additional  trips 
on  the  surrounding  roadway  network  as  it  would  primarily  serve  residents. 

Approximately  127,000  sq  ft  (1 1,798  sq  m)  of  service  retail  would  be  developed  primarily  to  serve 
residents  and,  as  such,  would  not  generate  new  trips  on  the  surrounding  roadway  network.  Adjacent 
to  the  Route  25/Route  25 A  intersection,  approximately  63,000  sq  ft  (5,853  sq  m)  of  commercial 
development  would  generate  a  mix  of  shared  use  and  pass-by  trips,  as  well  as  stand-alone  trips  to  the 
adjacent  roadway  network.  Hence,  trip  rates  as  provided  by  ITE  were  reduced  by  50  percent  to 
account  for  these  new  trips. 

Using  these  methodologies  and  assumptions,  data  were  developed  to  provide  weekday-  and  Saturday¬ 
generated  vehicle  trips,  reflected  in  Table  4.4-8.  Comparing  this  table  with  Table  4.4-2,  the  Peconic 
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Village  Alternative  would  generate  markedly  fewer  vehicles  than  the  Reuse  Plan.  This  alternative 
would  gfwratft  1,885  veWcles  during  the  am  weekday  peak  and  2,038  vehicles  during  the  pm  peak, 
about  30  percent  and  51  percent  less  than  the  Reuse  Plan,  respectively.  The  Saturday  peak  hour 
volume  of  1,515  vehicles  would  be  about  69  percent  less  than  the  Reuse  Plan. 

Capacity  analyses  were  performed  for  the  same  intersections  considered  for  the  Reuse  Plan.  This 
alternative  generates  considerably  fewer  vehicle  trips  than  the  Reuse  Plan.  Hence,  impacts  to  the 
study  area  intersections  are  diminished.  At  Locations  1, 2,  3,  and  4  overall  LOS  levels  in  the  Peconic 
Village  Alternative  would  be  most  similar  to  the  future  baseline  condition  without  the  project. 
Locations  6  and  7  would  also  be  similar  to  the  future  baseline  condition  where  overall  LOS  as  A  for 
am,  pm  and  weekend  peak  hours.  At  Location  5  under  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative,  overall  LOS 
would  be  more  like  the  Reuse  Elan  for  the  am  and  pm  weekday  peak  hours;  however,  on  the 
weekend,  the  Peconic  Village  would  be  much  better  than  the  Reuse  Plan  -  LOS  would  be  at  B, 
characterized  by  good  traffic  progression  and  short  cycle  lengths.  The  overall  results  of  the  LOS 
analysis  is  pro^dded  in  Table  4.4-9,  with  the  complete  analysis  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

Although  this  alternative  generates  fewer  trips  than  the  Reuse  Plan,  operation  at  the  study  area 
intersections  remains  poor  with  most  lane  group  movements  operating  at  LOS  “F’,  although  the  v/c 
ratios  are  marginally  improved  in  comparison  to  the  Reuse  Plan.  Poor  operation  is  expected  to 
continue  under  this  plan,  as  well  as  under  the  future  baseline  conditions. 

Despite  the  fact  that  this  alternative  generates  fewer  trips  than  the  preferred  action  and  the  v/c  ratios 
are  improved  in  comparison  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  operation  at  the  study  area  intersections  remans  poor, 
similar  to  the  future  baseline  condition,  with  most  lane  group  movements  operating  at  LOS  “F.”  In 
general,  operation  under  this  alternative  would  be  slightly  improved  over  the  Reuse  Plan. 
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Generated  Vehicle  Trips 
Peconic  Village  Alternative  -  Weekday 


Generated  Vehicle  Trips 
Peconic  Village  Alternative  -  Saturday 


Disposal  and  Reuse 


Table  4.4-9 

Summary  of  Overall  LOS  Analysis  -  Peconic  Village  Alternative 


ii^rsedkin 

AM  Peak 
Now 

OveraRLOS 

PM  Peak 
Hour 

OveraR  LOS 

Wedcend 
Peak  Hour 
OveraRLOS 

Mkldle  Country  Road  and  Rocky  Point  Road  (Location  1) 

F 

F 

F 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Edwards  Road  (Location  2) 

F 

F 

F 

Middle  Country  Road  and  North  County  Road  (LocatkMV^) 

F 

F 

C 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Manorville  Road  (Location  4) 

F 

F 

F 

RT  495  East  (Long  Island  Expressway)  and  Schultz  Road 
(Location  5) 

F 

E 

B 

RT  495  West  (Long  Island  Expressway)  and  Schultz  Road 
(Location  6) 

A 

A 

A 

Edwards  Avenue  and  River  Road  (Location  7) 

A 

A 

A 
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4.5  Air  Quality 

4.5.1  No  Action  Alternative 

Mobile  Sources 

The  purpose  of  performing  a  microscale  air  quality  analysis  is  to  evaluate  the  no  action  (fiiture 
baseline)  condition  fi>r  amiparison  purposes  with  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Roase  Plan  and  other 
alternatives.  Average  hourly  CO  concentrations  were  predicted  for  the  peak  am  and  pm  one-hour 
traflSc  periods  using  the  USEPA  approved  CAL3QHC  air  pollutant  dispersion  model.  Peak  weekend 
conditions  wwe  also  analyzed,  using  the  same  method,  because  of  heavy  traffic  volume  in  the  area 
A’ring  the  wedcend.  These  concentrations  were  multiplied  by  a  persistence  factor  of  0.7  to  determine 
the  right-hour  concentrations.  Background  CO  concentrations  (Subchapter  3.5.2)  were  added  to  the 
traffic-related  concentrations  predicted  from  the  model  to  obtain  a  total  CO  impact  level. 

This  analysis  used  the  same  receptor  locations  used  in  the  study  of  existing  conditions.  The  worst 
case  weekday  results  of  the  microscale  air  quality  analysis  for  the  future  no  action  alternative  show 
no  violations  of  the  NAAQS  CO  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  and  eight-hour  standard  of  nine  ppm 
(Table  4.5-1)  and  no  violations  during  the  peak  weekend  conditions  (Table  4.5-2).  The  results 
indicate  CO  levris  less  than  those  und«-  existing  conditions  due  to  a  decrease  in  per  vehicle  emissions 
resulting  from  compliance  with  the  Federal  Vehicle  Emission  Control  Program. 

Stationary  Sources 

Under  the  no  action  ahanative,  all  operational  functions  at  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be  terminated. 
Therefore,  there  would  be  no  stationary  source  emissions. 


4.5.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Mobile  Sources 

Utilizing  the  same  modeling  assumptions  described  in  Section  4.5.1,  the  results  of  the  microscale  air 
quality  analysis  fi)r  the  Reuse  Plan  show  no  violations  of  the  NAAQS  CO  one-hour  standard  of  35 
ppm  and  ei^t-hour  standard  of  nine  ppm  (Tables  4.5-1  and  4.5-2).  Although  CO  levels  would  be 
higho’  than  the  future  basriine  condition  under  the  Reuse  Plan  due  to  increased  traffic,  the  increases 
would  not  be  significant. 
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Table  4.5-1 

Weekday  Peak  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 
for  No  Action  Altemative  and  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (Y ear  2017) 


Or»4fourConcef4n^  (jppm) 

EigM-Hotr  Concenlradfon  (ppm) 

Loatfon 

Rffuseiman 

NoAcfim 

Altemaliva 

ReuselHan 

Route  25  /  Mkidle  Island  Road 

6.4 

6.9 

4.4 

4.8 

Route  25  /  Edwards  Avenue 

5.6 

5.6 

3.9 

3.9 

Route  25  /  Route  25A 

5.1 

5.1 

3.5 

3.5 

Route  25  /  Wading  Rhrer-Manonnile  Road 

5.1 

6.1 

3.5 

4.2 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.2 

4.6 

2.9 

3.2 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

4.8 

2.8 

3.3 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.4 

4.9 

3.0 

3.4 

Note:  CO  levels  include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm  (eight-hour).  NAAQS 
CO  one-hour  standard  is  35  ppm;  CO  eight-hour  standard  is  9  ppm. _ _ _ 


Table  4.5-2 

Weekend  Peak  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 
for  No  Action  Altemative  and  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (Y ear  2017) 


Lodrtion 

One-Hour  Concentration  (ppm) 

E^ht-HourConcen^tion  (ppm) 

No  Action 
Att^ttative 

Reuse  Wan 

NoAcSon 

AKematve 

Reuse  Plan 

Route  25  /  Middle  Island  Road 

6.3 

6.4 

4.3 

4.4 

Route  25  /  Edvirards  Avenue 

5.5 

5.5 

3.8 

3.8 

Route  25/ Route  25A 

4.8 

5.0 

3.3 

3.4 

Route  25  /  Wading  River-Manorville  Road 

4.9 

6.3 

3.4 

4.3 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

4.5 

2.8 

3.1 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

5.0 

2.8 

.  3.4 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.2 

4.7 

2.9 

3.2 

Note:  CO  levels  Include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm  (eight-hour).  NAAQS 
CO  one-hour  standard  is  35  ppm;  CO  eight-hour  standard  is  9  ppm. _ _ _ 
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SUtioiiary  Sources 

Stationary  source  emissions  would  result  frcMn  the  use  of  boilers  for  heating  and  hot  water  in  existing 
and  newly  constructed  buildings  on  the  site.  Given  the  scale  of  proposed  development  and  its 
capacity  to  generate  the  full-time  jobs,  the  Reuse  Plan  anticipated  that  the  currently  permitted  steam 
plant  on  base  would  be  used  to  supply  heat  and  hot  water  required  for  the  industrial  business  park. 
The  Reuse  Plan  does  not  call  for  any  other  &dlity  on  site  to  supply  power  demands.  However,  if  any 
additional  individual  emissions  sources  would  be  geno^ed  in  the  future,  the  source  would  be  built 
in  compliance  with  CAA-related  air  permitting  regulations  to  ensure  that  no  significant  adverse  air 
quality  impact  would  occur.  These  individual  building  sources  would  not  likely  be  nuyor  sources. 

ConstructioB  Impacts 

The  major  air  quality  concerns  during  construction  and  demolition  are  fugitive  dust  fi'om  on-site 
construction  activities  and  mobile  source  emissions  fi'om  construction  vehicles  and  equipment  and 
the  motor  vehicles  of  construction  workers. 

Preventative  measures  such  as  the  use  of  water  to  control  dust  during  demolition  and  construction 
operations  would  sufiSdoitly  minimize  significant  airborne  particulate  release.  Additionally,  periodic 
sweeping  and  wetting  of  dirt  or  gravel  paths,  roadways,  material  stockpiles,  and  other  surfaces  may 
be  necessary. 

Mobile  source  emistions  would  be  generated  fi'om  construction  vehicles  and  equipment  and  the  motor 
vehicles  of  construction  workers.  However,  these  effects  would  not  be  significant  and  would  be 
short-term  in  nature. 

Clean  Air  Act  Conformity 

As  discussed  in  Subcluqjter  3.3,  the  general  conformity  rules  are  not  ^plicable  to  the  proposed  Reuse 
Plan  (or  the  alternatives)  for  NWIRP  Calverton  under  exemption  XIX  as  stated  in  40  CFR  Part 
153(c).  A  Record  of  Nonapplicability  (RONA)  is  included  in  ^pendix  E. 


4.5.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Mobile  Sources 

Utilizing  the  same  modding  assumptions  described  in  Section  4.5.1,  the  results  of  the  microscale  air 
quality  analysis  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  show  no  violations  of  the 
NAAQS  CO  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  and  dght-hour  standard  of  nine  ppm  (Tables  4.5-3,  4.5-4). 
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Table  4.5-3 


Weekday  Peak  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 

for  No  Action  and  Calveiton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  (Year  2017) 


-idcalion ; 

Ori»4foin-<>>no«nAr^^ 

B(^4tow-CDni 

eardnikm^ppm) 

NoAetton 

Altwna^ 

Park/Raoaway 

NoActim 
AKemalive ; 

Altemative 

Route  25  /  MkJdle  Island  Road 

6.4 

6.4 

4.4 

4.4 

Route  25  /  Edwards  Avenue 

5.6 

5.6 

3.9 

3.9 

Route  25  /  Route  25A 

5.1 

52 

3.5 

3.6 

Route  25  /  Wading  RKrer-Manorville  Road 

5.1 

5.9 

3.5 

4.0 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.2 

4.6 

2.9 

3.2 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

4.5 

2.8 

3.1 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.4 

4.7 

3.0 

3.2 

.  .  V  ^  ■  A  A  M 

Note-  CO  levels  include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm  (eight-hour).  NAAQS 
CO  one-hour  standard  Is  35  ppm;  CO  eight-hour  standard  is  9  ppm.  _ _ _ 


Table  4.5-4 

Weekend  Peak  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 
for  No  Action  and  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  (Year  2017) 


Loc^n 

One-Hour  Concerdration  Oppm) 

Eight-Hour  Concenfration  (ppm) 

No  Action 
Altemative 

Park/Raceway 

Altemadve 

No  Acton 
Altem^e 

Altemative 

Route  25  /  Middle  Island  Road 

6.3 

6.5 

4.3 

4.5 

Route  25  /  Edwards  Avenue 

5.5 

5.6 

3.9 

3.9 

Route  25  /  Route  25A 

4.8 

5.0 

3.3 

3.4 

Route  25  /  Wading  River-Manorville  Road 

4.9 

6.8 

3.4  1 

4.7 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

5.1 

2.8 

3.5 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

5.4 

2.8 

3.7 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.2 

4.4 

2.9 

3.0 

Note:  CO  levels  include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm  (eight-hour).  NAAQS 
CO  one-hour  standard  is  35  ppm;  CO  eight-hour  standard  is  9  ppm. _ _ 
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Although  CO  Icvds  would  be  higher  than  the  future  no  action  condition  with  implementation  of  the 
alternative  due  to  increased  trafiBc,  the  increases  would  not  be  significant. 

Stationary  Sources  and  Construction  Rdated  Impacts 

The  fi^om  staticMiaiy  sources  and  amstruction  activities  related  to  this  alternative  would  have 

equivalent  impact  levels  as  those  described  for  the  Reuse  Plan  due  to  the  generally  similar  scale  and 
characteristics  of  the  proposed  development. 


4.5.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Mobile  Sources 

Utilizing  the  same  OKxleling  assumptions  described  in  Subchapter  4.5.1,  the  results  of  the  microscale 
air  quality  analysis  for  the  Peconic  Village  residential  alternative  show  no  violations  of  the  NAAQS 
CO  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  and  eight-hour  standard  of  nine  ppm  (Tables  4.5-5,  4.5-6). 
Although  CO  levels  would  be  higher  than  the  future  no  action  condition  with  implementation  of  the 
alternative  due  to  increased  traflSc,  the  increases  would  not  be  significant. 

Stationary  Sources  and  Construction  Related  Impacts 

Since  this  alternative  is  primarily  residential  in  nature,  major  land  use  components  such  as  a  theme 
park,  an  airport,  etc.,  wodd  not  be  part  of  this  plan.  Therefore,  impacts  fi-om  the  stationary  sources 
and  construction  activities  related  to  this  plan  would  have  less  impact  compared  to  the  other 
ahematives.  Although  heating  boilos  for  re»dential  use  would  be  needed  under  this  alternative,  they 
are  minor  emission  sources  and  no  significant  adverse  impacts  would  be  expected. 
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Table  4.5-5 

Weekday  Peak  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 
for  No  Action  and  Peconlc  Village  Alternative  (Year  2017) 


LocMion 

On»41otfl'<k«)oe(dridion4^^ 

l^)ht44our  Concentiitiion  (ppm) 

Ne  Action 
Alternative 

pecoiticViiage 

AltHnatNe 

NoActitm  . 
Alternative 

Alterative 

Route  25  /  Middle  Island  Road 

6.4 

6.4 

4.4 

4.4 

Route  25  /  Edwards  Avenue 

5.6 

5.6 

3.9 

3.9 

Route  25  /  Route  25A 

5.1 

5.1 

3.5 

3.5 

Route  25  /  Wading  River-Manorville  Road 

5.1 

5.6 

3.5 

3.9 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.2 

4.3 

2.9 

2.9 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

4.2 

2.8 

2.9 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.4 

4.5 

3.0 

3.1 

Note:  CO  levels  include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm  (eight-hour).  NAAQS 
CO  one-hour  standard  is  35  ppm;  CO  eight-hour  standard  is  9  ppm. _ _ _ _ _ 


Table  4.5-6 

Weekend  Peak  Carbon  Monoxide  Levels 
for  No  Action  and  Peconic  Village  Alternative  (Year  2017) 


Loction 

One-Hour  Concentration  (ppra) 

Bght-Hour  Concenfration  (ppm) 

No  Action 
Alternative 

Peconio  Village 
Altemative 

NoActicm 

Alfernatiwe 

Pe<»nic\Aliage 

iNtemalive 

Route  25  /  Middle  Island  Road 

6.3 

6.3 

4.3 

4.3 

Route  25  /  Edwards  Avenue 

5.5 

5.5 

3.8 

3.8 

Route  25  /  Route  25A 

4.8 

4.9 

3.3 

3.4 

Route  25  /  Wading  River-Manorville  Road 

4.9 

5.4 

3.4 

3.7 

LIE  Eastbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

4.2 

2.8 

2.9 

LIE  Westbound  Ramp  /  Schultz  Road 

4.1 

4.2 

2.8 

2.9 

Edwards  Avenue  /  River  Road 

4.2 

4.3 

2.9 

2.9 

Note:  CO  levels  include  background  concentrations  of  3.6  ppm  (one-hour)  and  2.45  ppm  (eight-hour).  NAAQS 
CO  one-hour  standard  is  35  ppm;  CO  eight-hour  standard  is  9  ppm.  _ _ _ 
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4.6  Noise 

Human  re^)onse  to  dianges  in  noise  levels  depends  on  many  factors,  including  the  quahty  of  sound, 
the  magnitiiHp!  of  the  change,  the  time  of  day  at  which  the  changes  take  place,  whether  the  noise  is 
continuous  or  intermittent,  and  the  individual's  ability  to  perceive  the  changes.  Noise  levels  are 
typically  ejqnessed  in  terms  of  decibds  (dB).  Decibels  are  a  logarithmic  expression  of  sound  energy. 
Frequency  weightings  have  been  developed  to  more  closely  duplicate  the  human  hearing  response. 
A-wdght^  dedbds,  or  dBA,  is  the  wdghdng  network  most  often  ^plied  to  traflBc  and  aircraft  noise 
evaluation. 

Human  alxlity  to  percdve  dianges  in  noise  levels  varies  widely  with  the  individual,  as  does  response 
to  the  perceived  diangeS;  However,  the  avCTage- ability  of  an  individual  to  perceive  changes  in  noise 
levels  is  well  documented,  as  shown  in  Table  4.6-1. 

Table  4.6-1 


Average  Ability  to  Perceive  Changes  in  Noise  Levels 


Change  in 
DectbelsfdBA)  ; 

Human  PercepBwt  of  Sound 

2-3 

Barely  perceptible 

5 

Readily  noticeable 

10 

A  douMing  or  halving  of  the  loudness  of  sound 

20 

A  "dramatic  change” 

40 

Difference  between  a  faintly  audible  sound  and  a  very  loud  sound 

Source:  BoK,  Beranek  and  Neuman,  Inc.,  June  1973. 

Generally,  a  3  dBA  or  smaller  change  in  noise  level  would  be  barely  perceptible  to  most  listeners  but 
a  5  dBA  levd  would  be  readily  noticeable.  A 10  dBA  change  is  normally  perceived  as  a  doubling  (or 
halving)  of  noise  levels.  These  thresholds  permit  estimation  of  an  individual's  probable  perception 
of  changes  in  noise  levels. 


4.6.1  No  Action  Alternative 

Mobile  Sources 

The  methodology  for  predicting  future  mobile  source  noise  levels  is  based  on  the  assumptions  that: 
•  Existing  levels  are  dominated  by,  and  are  a  function  of,  existing  traffic  volumes;  and 
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•  Future  noise  levds  can  be  determined  based  on  the  proportional  increase  in  traflBc  (on 

a  logarithmic  ba«s)  associated  with  a  project. 

For  example,  if  the  existing  volume  on  a  street  is  100  vehicles  per  hour,  and  if  the  future  traffic  were 
ino'eased  by  50  vdiicles  per  hour  fw  a  total  of  150  vehicles  per  hour,  the  noise  levels  would  increase 
hy  approximately  1.8  decibels  (based  on  the  logarithmic  ratio  of  traffic  volumes).  If  future  traffic 
were  increased  by  100  vehicles  per  hour  to  a  total  of 200  vehicles  per  hour,  the  noise  levels  would 
increase  by  three  decibels. 

Future  predicted  (baseline)  noise  levels  for  the  no  action  alt^native  in  the  year  2017  are  presented 
in  Table  4.6-2  (weekday)  and  Table  4.6-3  (weekend).  The  noise  computations  are  based  on  the 
traffic  analyses  preswited  in  Subch^ter  4-;4.“  Because  of  both  anticipated  annual  traffic  growth  and 
qiecific  devdopmoits  planned  in  the  vidnity  of  the  study  area  that  would  also  increase  traffic  volume, 
there  would  be  increases  in  peak  hour  noise  levels  from  existing  conditions  to  future  no  action 
conditions.  Predicted  hourly  noise  levels  for  each  site  are  presented  in  Appendix  D.  In  comparing 
Tables  3.6-4  and  3.6-5  for  existing  conditions  to  the  future  no  action  condition,  increases  in  peak 
hour  noise  levds  are  predicted  to  range  from  2  to  7  dBA  at  the  ax  study  sites.  The  corresponding  24- 
hour  equivalent  noise  levd  (Ljq[24])  and  day-night  noise  level  (L^  )  increase  would  range  from  2  to 
5  dBA,  Thus,  as  shown  in  Table  4.6-1,  noise  level  increases  would  range  from  barely  perceptible  to 
readily  noticeable. 


4.6.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Ground  Vehicles 

Future  (2017)  noise  levels  for  the  Reuse  Plan  were  calculated  by  adding  the  noise  due  to  the  projected 
devdopment-generated  traffic  to  noise  levels  previously  calculated  for  the  future  no  action.  Tables 
4.6-2  (weekday)  and  4.6-3  (weekend)  present  the  results  of  the  am  peak,  midday  peak,  pm  p^  pre¬ 
midnight,  and  24-hour  and  analysis.  These  tables  also  identify  for  each  site  the  specific  hour 
of  the  day  with  the  largest  noise  increase. 


Weekday 

The  peak  hour  L,,  presented  in  Table  4.6-2  shows  that  at  Sites  1,  3,  and  6,  noise  levels  would 
increase  less  than  or  equal  to  1  dBA  compared  with  levels  under  the  no  action  condition.  At  sites  2, . 
4  and  5,  the  increase  in  peak  hour  noise  levels  due  to  traffic  would  be  greater  than  3  dBA  (a  3  dBA 
or  greater  change  in  noise  levels  becomes  perceptible  to  most  listeners). 

At  Sites  2, 3, 4,  5,  and  6,  the  largest  increase  in  noise  levels  during  a  weekday  would  be  between  1 1 
pm  to  12  midnight.These  inaeases  are  shown  in  Table  4.6-2.  Noise  level  increases  equal  to  or  greater 
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Table  4.6-2 

Predicted  Weekday  Noise  Leveis  for  No  Action  and  Caiverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 


-  - 

Noisft  Levels  in  dB^ 

Sla 

Hour 

Ho 

Action 

Rouse  Plan 

Net  increase 

1 

AM  Peak 

69 

69 

0 

Mklday  Peak 

68 

68 

0 

PM  Peak 

71 

72 

1 

Pre  nwlnight 

63 

63 

0 

No  hours  net  change 

of^  3dBA 

- 

— 

24-Hour  L«, 

67 

67 

0 

U, 

69 

70 

1 

2 

AM  Peak 

72 

75 

3 

Midday  Peak 

69 

72 

3 

PM  Peak 

70 

73 

3 

Pre  midnight 

65 

69 

4 

11  pm -12  am* 

59 

72 

13 

24-Hour  L_ 

68 

72 

4 

Uo 

72 

76 

4 

3 

AM  Peak 

65 

65 

1 

Mklday  Peak 

64 

65 

1 

PM  Peak 

67 

66 

1 

Pre  midnight 

61 

63 

2 

11  pm -12  am* 

57 

64 

7 

24-Hour  Uq 

63 

64 

1 

U. 

66 

68 

2 
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Table  4.6-2  (continued) 

Predicted  Weekday  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  and  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 


fiWae  LweKU,  to  <®A) 


Site 

Hot»' 

No 

Reuse  Plan 

Neilncreeee 

Mkm 

4 

AM  Peak 

64 

72 

8 

MkMayPeak 

62 

69 

7 

*7 

PM  Peak 

63 

70 

7 

Pre  ntidnight 

59 

68 

9 

11  pm -12  am* 

55 

72 

17 

24-Hour 

L*. 

60 

64 

69 

74 

9 

10 

5 

AM  Peak 

65 

72 

7 

Midday  Peak 

61 

67 

8 

PM  Peak 

63 

69 

6 

Pre  midnight 

58 

66 

8 

11  pm -12  pm* 

54 

70 

16 

24-Hour  I— 

61 

68 

7 

Q 

U 

64 

72 

o 

6 

AM  Peak 

69 

70 

1 

Midday  Peak 

67 

67 

0 

PM  Peak 

70 

70 

1 

Pre  midnight 

63 

63 

0 

11  am -12  am* 

59 

62 

3 

24-Hour  L«, 

66 

67 

1 

4 

L*> 

69 

70 

1 

J - — 

Note:  *  =  specific  hour  of  the  dey  at  a  site  with  the  largest  noise  increme 
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Table  4.6-3 

Predicted  Weekend  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  and  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 


Sie 

How 

NdAcficm 

Rouse  Plat} 

Net  increase 

1 

AM  Peak 

67 

68 

1 

MkldayPeak 

64 

64 

0 

PM  Peak 

69 

69 

0 

Pre  midnight 

63 

64 

1 

No  hours  with  net 
change  of  ^  3  dBA 

- 

- 

— 

24-Hour  Lk, 

66 

66 

0 

Un 

69 

69 

0 

2 

AM  Peak 

68 

70 

2 

Midday  Peak 

68 

71 

3 

PM  Peak 

70 

73 

3 

Pre  midnight 

64 

68 

4 

11  pm  - 12  am* 

61 

71 

10 

24-Hour  Lk, 

67 

70 

3 

U, 

70 

74 

4 

3 

AM  Peak 

65 

66 

1 

Midday  Peak 

62 

64 

2 

PM  Peak 

65 

67 

2 

Pre  midnight 

60 

64 

4 

11  pm -12  am* 

59 

66 

7 

24-Hour 

63 

65 

2 

U, 

67 

69 

2 
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then  3  dBA  are  noted  below  (these  are  not  shown  in  Table  4.6-2;  only  the  largest  hourly  increases 
are  presented  in  the  table): 

.  Site  2  (on  north  side  of  Route  25.  near  west  end  of  project  site)  -  weekdays  would 
experiaice  nwse  levds  ina-eases  that  are  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for  13  hours 
of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  13  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

•  Site  3  (on  side  of  Wading  River  Road  between  Swan  Pond  Road/Grumman 
Boulevard  anri  Rntite  2S'>  -  wedcdays  would  experience  noise  level  increases  that  are 
equal  to  or  greata-  than  3  dBA  for  two  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of 
7  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

Site  4  (on  Swan  Pond  Road/Grumman  Blvd  near  site  entrance)  -  weekdays  would 
expwence  noise  level  increases  that  are  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for  22  hours 
of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  17  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

.  Site  5  (on  north  side  of  River  Roadl  -  weekdays  would  experience  noise  level 
increases  that  are  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for  21  hours  of  the  day,  with  a 
maximum  increase  of  16  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

The  FHWA  criterion  for  residential-level  use,  schools,  parks,  and  recreation  is  67  dBA.  Predicted 
noise  levels  under  the  Reuse  Plan  during  the  weekday  would  exceed  this  criterion  for  the  following 
total  number  of  hours  of  the  day  at  each  site  (number  of  hours  for  which  there  are  exceedances  for 
the  no  action  alternative  are  shown  in  parenthesis): 

•  Site  1  - 14  hours  (14  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  2  - 19  hours  (15  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  3  -  3  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  4  - 18  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  5  - 13  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action);  and 

•  Sited  -  1 1  hours  (10  hours  -  no  action). 

The  HUD  criterion  for  acceptable  noise  levels  at  housing  developments  is  an  L*.  of  65  dBA.  The 
increase  in  L*,  noise  levd  from  the  no  action  to  the  Reuse  Plan  during  the  weekday  would  be  less  than 
or  equal  to  one  decibel  at  Sites  1  and  6.  The  differences  between  the  no  action  and  the  Reuse  Plan 
at  Sites  2  and  3  would  be  barely  perceptible.  At  Sites  4  and  5,  the  acceptable  noise  level  criterion 
would  be  exceeded  for  the  Reuse  Plan,  but  would  not  be  exceeded  for  the  no  action  condition. 
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Weekend 

The  peak  hour  presented  in  TaWe  4.6-3  for  the  weekend  shows  that  at  Sites  1  and  6,  noise  levels 
would  increase  1^  than  or  equal  to  1  dBA  compared  with  levels  under  no  action  condition.  At  sites 
2, 4,  and  5,  the  increase  in  noise  levels  due  to  traffic  would  be  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  The 
increase  of  peak  hour  at  Site  3  would  be  2  dBA. 

At  Sites  2, 3, 4,  and  5,  the  largest  increase  in  ncrise  levds  during  a  weekend  would  be  between  1 1  pm 
to  12  midnight  due  to  the  dq}arture  of  vehicles  primarily  from  the  theme  park  attractions.(Table  4.6- 
3).  Noise  levd  increases  equal  to  or  greyer  then  3  dBA  are  noted  below  (these  are  not  shown  in 
Table  4.6-2;  only  the  largest  increases  are  presented): 

.  Site  2  (on  north  side  of  Route  25.  near  west  end  of  project  site)  -  weekends  would 
experience  iK>ise  level  increases  that  are  equal  to  or  more  than  3  dBA  for  1 1  hours  of 
the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  10  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

.  Site  3  (on  east  side  of  Wading  River  Road  b^een  Grumman  Boulevard  and  Route 
25)  -  weekends  would  ejq)erience  noise  level  increases  that  are  equal  to  or  more  than 
3  dBA  for  six  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  8  dBA  occurring  between 
11  pm  to  12  am. 

.  Site  4  fon  Swan  Pond  Road/Grumman  Blvd  near  site  entrance)  -  weekends  would 
esqjeiience  increases  in  noise  levels  that  are  equal  to  or  more  than  3  dBA  for  21  hours 
of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  15  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

.  Site  5  ton  north  side  of  River  Roadl  -  weekends  would  experience  increases  in  noise 

levels  that  are  equal  to  or  more  than  3  dBA  for  21  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  inoximum 
increase  of  14  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

Predicted  weekend  noise  levels  would  exceed  the  FHWA  criterion  for  residential-level  use,  schools, 
parks,  and  recreation  (67  dBA).  Exceedances  of  this  criterion  for  the  total  number  of  hours  of  the 
day  at  each  site  (number  of  hours  for  which  there  are  exceedances  for  the  no  action  alternative  are 
shovm  in  parenthesis)  are  listed  below: 

•  Site  1  -  8  hours  (8  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  2  -18  hours  (13  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  3  -  3  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 
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•  Site  4  -  17  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  5  - 17  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action);  and 

•  Site  6  -  1 1  hours  (12  hours  -  no  action). 

The  HUD  criterion  for  acceptable  noise  levels  at  housing  developments  is  an  L*,  of  65  dBA.  This 
criterion  would  be  exceeded  at  all  nK)nitored  sites  under  the  Reuse  Plan  during  the  weekend.  It  should 
be  noted  that  the  monitored  locations  are  located  on  the  perimeter  of  the  site  and  noise  levels  from 
ground  vehicles  in«de  the  site  would  likely  be  lower. 

Aircraft  - 

Aircraft  noise  levels  are  also  typically  expressed  in  terms  of  dBA.  Two  types  of  noise  metrics  are 
typically  used:  single  event  metrics  and  cumulative  metrics.  The  single  event  metrics  describe 
individual  aircraft  events.  Two  types  of  single-event  energy  metrics  include; 

•  EPNL  -  Effective  Perceived  Noise  Level;  and 

•  SEL  -  Sound  Exposure  Level. 

The  cumulative  metrics  describe  average  noise  levels  over  a  period  of  time.  Several  cumulative 
metrics  daived  from  EPNL  or  SET’  are  available  to  describe  derail  noise.  Of  these,  the  Day-Night 
Average  Sound  Level  (DNL)  is  currently  the  officially  accepted  metric  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA). 

In  June  1980,  a  Federal  Interagency  Committee  (FIC)  on  Urban  Noise  published  ^idelines  (FIC, 
June  1980)  relating  DNL  to  compatible  land  uses.  Since  the  issuance  of  these  guidelines,  federal 
agencies  have  generally  adopted  these  guidelines  for  their  noise  analyses. 

Following  the  lead  of  the  committee,  the  DOD  and  the  FAA  adopted  the  concept  of  land-use 
compatibility  as  the  accepted  measure  of  aircraft  noise  effect.  The  FAA  included  the  committee's 
guidelines  in  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations.  Although  these  guidelines  are  not  mandatory,  they 
provide  a  method  for  determining  noise  impact  in  airport  communities.  In  general,  residential  land 
uses  are  not  normally  compatible  with  outdoor  DNL  above  65  dB;  the  extent  of  land  areas  and 
populations  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  and  higher  provide  measures  for  assessing  the  noise  impacts 
of  alternative  aircraft  actions. 

In  1990  a  new  FIC  on  Noise  was  formed  to  review  the  manner  in  which  aviation  noise  effects  are 
assessed  and  presented.  This  group  rdeased  its  report  in  1992  and  reaffirmed  the  use  of  DNL  as  the 
best  metric  for  this  purpose  (FIC,  August  1992). 


Impacts 


4.6-9 


Noise 


Disposal  and  Reuse  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

The  DNL  is  the  average  of  aircraft  sound  leveU  at  a  location  over  a  complete  24-hour  period,  with 
a  ten-decibel  “penalty”  added  to  those  noise  events  which  take  place  between  10:00  pm  and  7:00  am 
(local  time)  the  foUowing  morning.  This  ten-decibel  adjustment  represents  the  added  intrusiveness 
of  sounds  that  occur  during  nonnal  sleeping  hours,  both  because  of  the  increased  sensitivity  to  noise 
during  those  hours  and  because  ambient  sound  levels  during  nighttime  are  typically  about  10 
lower  than  during  daytime  hours.  For  this  analysis,  levels  of  DNL  equal  to  and  greater  than  65  dB 
were  used  for  assessing  community  noise  impact. 

Three  ranges  of  projected  based  aircraft  and  resultant  operational  forecasts  were  devdoped  : 

•  High-Range:  equal  to  85  percent  of  rostered  aircraft  owners  in  zip  codes  within  a 
30-minute  average  travd  tune  from  the  site; 

•  Mid-Range:  equal  to  45  percent  of  the  registered  aircraft.  This  is  the  average 
percentage  of  the  registered  aircraft  within  the  market  areas  of  two  nearhy  mrports 
(Brookhaven  and  Long  Island  MacArthur)  that  are  actually  based  at  these  airports; 

•  Low-Range:  equal  to  20  percent  of  the  registered  aircraft.  This  is  similar  to  the 
average  percentage  of  the  registered  aircraft  within  the  market  area  of  Mattituck 
Airbase  and  Suffolk  County  Airport  that  is  actually  based  there. 

The  deta«M  methodology  and  assumptions  used  to  derive  the  forecast  can  be  found  in  Appendix  B. 
Assumptions  used  for  the  following  noise  analysis  are  in  Appendix  D. 

The  FAA-preferred  computer  model.  Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM,  version  5.0),  was  utilized  to 
predict  the  noise  impact  from  the  forecasted  high-,  mid-,  and  low-range  aircr^  operations.  INM  was 
developed  by  the  FAA  as  a  planning  tool  for  determining  approximate  aircraft  noise  levels  at  and 
around  airports.  The  model  incorporates  a  database  of  known  sound  levels  from  various  aircraft  and 
uses  mathematical  processes  which  consider  the  degradation  of  sound  energy  over  distance. 

The  op«ations  forecasted  for  high-,  mid-,  and  low-range  scenarios  and  the  type  of  the  ^craft 
used  in  INM  model  are  summarized  in  Table  4.6-4  for  general  aviation  and  Table  4.6-5  for  cargo 
operations,  respectively.  Figure  4.6-1  displays  the  flight  tracks.  The  DNL  65  dB  through  85 
contours  for  high-,  mid-,  and  low-range  activities  are  presented  in  Figures  4.6-2,  4.6-3,  and  4.6-4 
ODNL  Contours  for  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan),  respectively.  The  results  indicate  that  the 
areas  with  noise  levels  above  65  dB  A  are  contained  primarily  within  the  airport  runway  buffer  zones 
for  all  opmtional  ranges,  excqit  that  high-range  activities  would  result  in  a  65  dB  contour  extending 
outside  the  northern  buffer  zone,  encompassing  an  area  of  approximately  18  acres  (seven  hectares). 
Because  residential  land  uses  are  not  generally  compatible  with  outdoor  DNL  above  65  dB  as 
previously  described,  this  would  result  in  an  impact  on  the  18-acre  (seven-hectare)  area  beyond  the 
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DNL  Contours  for  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (High-Range) 


DNL  Contours  for  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (Medium-Range) 


DNL  Contours  for  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (Low-Range) 
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Table  4.6-4 


Forecast  General  Aviation  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  and  INM  Model  Type 


AIrctirtttype 

-•  *  .  • 

MkM^uiOe 

LcMM?ange 

Day . 

Night 

Night 

Night 

Single 

Engine  Piston 
-CNA177 

GASEPF 

300.050 

3,050 

800 

23,700 

250 

Multi  Engine 

Piston 

.BEC58P 

BEC58P 

■ 

400 

7,500 

100 

2,150 

50 

Turboprop 

-CNA441 

CNA441 

5,650 

650 

1,450 

150 

500 

50 

Turbojet 

-LEAR35 

LEAR35 

1,250 

150 

350 

50 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

334,550 

4,250 

86,100 

1,100 

26,350 

350 

Note :  Units  represent  number  of  operations  (take  offe  and  landings). 


Table  4.6-5 


Forecast  Cargo  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  and  INM  Model  Type 


AkceaftType 

MMModei 

Type 

High-Range 

Mid-Range 

Low4^ange 

Day 

Night 

Day 

Night 

Day 

Night 

Turboprop - 

Cessna 

Caravan 

GASEPV 

0 

2,650 

0 

850 

0 

ii50 

Turbojet 
-B-727,DC-9 
and  MD-1 1 

B-727200, 
DC-9Q9,  and 
MD-11  (PW) 

0 

1,300 

0 

400 

0 

100 

TOTAL 

0 

3,950 

0 

1,250 

0 

350 

Note:  Units  represent  number  of  operations  (take  offs  and  landings). 
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existing  runway  buffer  zones.  Table  4.6-6  shows  the  land  area  (in  acres  and  hectares)  affected  by 
predicted  noise  levels  that  are  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB. 

For  the  purposes  of  comparing  potential  future  effects  with  historical  aircraft  noise,  noise 
contours  at  NWIRP  Calverton  for  the  year  1991  are  presented  in  Figure  4.6-5  (1991  Historic 
Noise  Contours).  As  displayed  in  the  figure,  areas  affected  by  aircraft  activity  that  year  were 
substantiaUy  greater  than  what  is  predicted  for  the  Reuse  Plan  under  high-range  operational 
conditions.  Operations  in  1991  mainly  involved  military  jets  that  generated  more  noise  than  the 
aviation  aircraft  proposed  in  the  R^se  Plan. 

Stationary  Sources 

Any  wrterior  mechanical  equipment  (e.g.,  fans,  compressors)  would  be  designed  to  comply  with 
all  local  and  state  noise  ordinances.  As  a  result,  increased  noise  levels  fi-om  such  mechanical 
equipment  at  the  site  under  the  Reuse  Plan  would  not  be  anticipated. 

Construction  Impacts 

Impacts  on  community  noise  levels  during  construction  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  include  noise 
fi-om  construction  equipment  operating  at  the  site  and  construction  vehicles/delivery  vehicles 
traveling  to  and  from  the  site.  Noise  impacts  would  also  vary  widely,  depending  on  the  phase  of 
construction  -  demolition,  land  clearing  and  excavations,  foundation  and  capping,  erection  of 
structural  steel,  construction  of  exterior  walls,  etc.  -  and  the  specific  task  being  imdertaken. 
Increased  noise  levels  would  be  greatest  during  the  early  stages  of  each  construction  phase, 
although  these  periods  would  be  of  relatively  short  duration.  The  noise  generated  would  be 
similar  other  construction  projects  in  the  county  and  all  phases  of  construction  would  comply  with 
the  restrictions  specified  in  the  local  noise  ordinance. 

Noise  levels  at  a  given  receptor  location  would  depend  on  the  type  and  number  of  pieces  of 
construction  equipment  being  operated  and  the  distance  from  the  construction-site.  Typical  noise 
levels  for  construction  equipment  are  shown  in  Table  4.6-7. 

In  addition,  small  increases  in  noise  levels  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  operation  of 
delivery  trucks  and  other  construction  vehicles.  These  short-term  increases  would  be  expected 
mainly  along  a  few  defined  truck  routes  and  close  to  the  development  site. 
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Table  AM 


Land  Areas  Within  Noise  Exposure  Contours 


ONLContiHnr 

Tcial  Land  Area 

Hiah-Rango* 

lidMR«iga 

iouMRmgia 

Aeraa 

Hedaraa 

Aeraa 

Hacteraa 

At^es 

Hectares 

65 

806 

326 

339 

137 

109 

44 

70 

345 

140 

160 

65 

32 

13 

75 

160 

65 

"45 

18 

6 

2 

80 

45 

18 

13 

5 

0 

0 

85 

13 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4.6.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 
Ground  Vehicles 


Weekdays 

Predicted  hourly  noise  levels  with  implementation  of  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  are 
presented  in  Appendix  D.  The  peak  hour  analysis  presented  in  Table  4.6-8  shows  that  with 
the  exception  of  Sites  2, 4,  and  5  noise  levels  would  increase  less  than  or  equal  to  one  decibel 
from  the  no  action  condition  to  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative.  At  Sites  2,  4  and  5, 
increases  in  noise  levels  greater  than  3  dBA  would  take  place  during  the  day  and  night.  At  Sites 
2,  3, 4,  and  5,  the  largest  increase  in  noise  levels  during  a  weekday  would  be  between  1 1  pm  and 
12  am.  These  increases  are  shown  in  Table  4.6-8.  Noise  level  increases  equal  to  or  greater  than  3 
dBA  are  noted  below  (these  are  not  shown  in  Table  4.6-8;  only  the  largest  hourly  increases  are 
presented  in  the  table): 

•  Site  2  (on  north  side  of  Route  25.  near  west  end  of  project  site)  -  weekdays  would 

experience  noise  level  increases  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for  15  hours  of  the 
day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  13  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 
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Table  4.6-7 

Typical  Noise  Emission  Levels  for  Construction  Equipment 


TypeofEquipmett 

Noiae  Lev^  at  SO  feet 
(dBA) 

Air  Compressor 

81 

Asphalt  Spreader  (paver) 

89 

Asphalt  truck 

88 

Backhoe 

85 

Bulldozer 

87 

Compactor 

L.  80~ 

Concrete  Plant 

83 

Concrete  Spreader 

89 

Concrete  Mixer 

85 

Concrete  Vibrator 

76 

Crane  (derrick) 

88 

Delivery  Truck 

88 

Diamond  Saw 

90 

Dredge 

88 

Dump  Truck 

88 

Front  End  Loader 

84 

Gas-Driven  VIbro-compactor 

76 

Hoist 

76 

Jackhammer  (Paving  Breaker) 

88 

Line  Drill 

98 

Motor  Crane 

83 

PHe  Driver/Extractor 

101 

Pump 

76 

Roller 

80 

Shovel 

82 

Truck 

88 

Tug 

85 

Vibratory  Pile  Driver/Extractor 

89 

Source:  Patterson,  et  al.,  1974. 
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Table  4.6-8 

Predicted  Weekday  Noise  Levels  for  the  No  Action  and  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  /Raceway  Alternative 


Ste 

Itow 

Noise  Levri  ^  ffi  dB^ 

NoAdkm 

AHsmafive 

Ndl  increase 

1 

AM  Peak 

69 

69 

0 

MUdayPeak 

68 

68 

0 

PM  Peak 

71 

71 

0 

Pre  midnight 

63 

63 

0 

No  hours  with  net 
change  of  ^  3  dBA 

- 

— 

24-Hour 

67 

67 

0 

U 

70 

69 

1 

2 

AM  Peak 

72 

75 

3 

Midday  Peak 

69 

73 

4 

PM  Peak 

70 

74 

4 

Pre  midnight 

65 

69 

4 

11  pm -12  pm* 

59 

72 

13 

24-Hour  L_ 

68 

72 

4 

u, 

72 

76 

4 

3 

AM  Peak 

65 

67 

2 

Midday  Peak 

64 

65 

1 

PM  Peak 

67 

68 

1 

Pre  midnight 

61 

63 

2 

57 

64 

7 

24-Hour  L_ 

63 

65 

2 

L*, 

66 

68 

2 
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•  Site  3  (on  east  side  of  Wading  River  Road  between  Swan  Pond  Road/Grumman 
RivH  anrf  Rniite  2^^  -  weekdays  would  experience  increases  equal  to  or  greater 
than  3  dB  A  for  two  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  7  dB  A 
occurring  between  1 1  pm  and  12  am. 

.  Site  4  (on  Swan  Pond  Road/Grumman  Blvd  near  site  entrance)  -  weekdays  would 
experience  increase  in  noise  levels  that  are  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for  21 
hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  17  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm 
and  12  am. 

•  Site  5  (on  north  side  of  River  Roadl  -  weekdays  would  experience  noise  level 
increases  equal  to  or  greato*  than  3.,dBA  for  21  hours  of  the  day^  with  a  maximum 
increase  of  16  dBA  occurring  between  1 1  pm  and  12  am. 

Predicted  noise  levels  under  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  during  the  weekday  would 
exceed  the  FHWA  criterion  of  67  dBA  for  the  following  total  number  of  hours  of  the  day  at  each 
site  (number  of  hours  for  which  there  are  exceedances  for  the  no  action  alternative  are  shown  in 
parenthesis): 


•  Site  1  -  14  hours  (14  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  2  -  1 8  hours  (15  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  3  -  3  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  4  -  18  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  5  -  15  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action);  and 

•  Site  6  -  1 1  hours  (10  hours  -  no  action). 

The  HUD  criterion  (L*,  of  65  dBA)  would  be  exceeded  for  this  alternative  at  all  six  monitored 
sites. 


Weekend 

The  peak  hour  for  the  weekend  shows  that  at  Sites  1  and  6,  noise  levels  would  increase  less 
than  or  equal  to  1  dBA  compared  with  levels  under  no  action  condition  (Table  4.6-9).  At  Sites  2, 
4,  and  5,  the  increase  in  noise  levels  due  to  traffic  would  be  greater  than  3  dBA.  The  peak  hour 
at  Site  3  would  be  2  dBA. 
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Predicted  noise  levels  under  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Akemative  during  the  weekly  would 
exceed  the  FHWA  criterion  of  67  dBA  for  the  following  total  number  of  hours  of  the  day  at  ewh 
site  (number  of  hours  for  which  there  are  exceedances  for  the  no  action  alternative  are  shown  in 

parenthesis): 

•  Site  1  -  8  hours  (8  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  2  -  17  hours  (13  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  3  -  4  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  4  -  17  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  5  - 17  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action);  and 

•  Site  6  -  12  hours  (1 1  hours  -  no  action). 

The  HUD  criterion  (L^  of  65  dBA)  would  be  exceeded  for  this  alternative  at  all  sbc  sites. 

At  Sites  2,  3, 4,  and  5,  the  greatest  increase  in  noise  levels  during  a  weekend  would  be  between 
1 1  pm  and  12  midnight  (Table  4.6-9).  Noise  level  increases  equal  to  or  greater  then  3  dBA  are 
noted  below  (these  are  not  shown  in  Table  4.6-9;  only  the  largest  increases  are  presented  in  the 

table): 

•  Site  2  -  weekends  would  experience  increases  in  noise  levels  that  are  equal  to  or 
greater  than  3  dBA  for  15  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  8  dBA 
between  11  pm  to  12  am. 

•  Site  3  -  weekends  woiJd  experience  noise  level  increases  that  are  equal  to  or 
greater  than  3  dBA  for  1 1  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  6  dBA 
between  1 1  pm  to  12  am. 

•  Site  4  -  weekends  would  experience  noise  level  increases  equal  to  or  greater  than 
3  dBA  for  21  hours  of  the  day,  \rith  a  maximum  increase  of  13  dBA  between  1 1 
pm  and  12  am. 

•  Site  5  -  weekends  would  experience  increases  in  noise  levels  that  are  equal  to  or 
greater  than  3  dBA  for  21  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  12  dBA 
between  1 1  pm  and  12  am. 
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Table  4.6-9 

Predicted  Weekerxl  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  and  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  /Raceviray  Alternative 


SRe 

How 

Noiae  Level  <Lwi  n  dBA) 

NoActiol) 

Aftemafive 

Netihorease 

1 

AM  Peak 

67 

67 

0 

MkldayPeak 

64 

65 

1 

PM  Peak 

69 

69 

0 

Pre  midnight 

63 

64 

1 

No  hours  with  net 
change  of  ^  3  dBA 

1 

1, 

1 

- 

- 

24-Hour  l_ 

66 

66 

0 

U, 

69 

69 

0 

2 

AM  Peak 

68 

70 

2 

Midday  Peak 

69 

73 

4 

PM  Peak 

70 

75 

5 

Pre  midnight 

64 

68 

4 

11  pm -12  am* 

61 

69 

8 

24-Hour  L«, 

67 

71 

4 

U. 

70 

73 

3 

3 

AM  Peak 

65 

67 

2 

Midday  Peak 

62 

66 

4 

PM  Peak 

65 

69 

4 

Pre  midnight 

60 

63 

3 

11  pm -12  am* 

59 

65 

6 

24-Hour  U, 

63 

65 

2 

Ld« 

67 

69 

2 
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Table  4.6-9  (continued) 

Pre(ficted  Weekend  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  and  Calverton  Enterprfee  Park  /Raceway  Alternative 


Hour 

.  .  .  •  ‘ 

NoipLpml(Un<^ 

Site 

noAcSot  ; 

. 

AliMvaWe 

Net  increase 

4 

AM  Peak 

62 

69 

7 

MkJdayPeak 

62 

73 

11 

PM  Peak 

62 

73 

11 

Pre  midnight 

58 

68 

10 

11  pm -12  am* 

70 

13 

24-Hour  Um 

60 

70 

10 

U, 

63 

73 

10 

5 

AM  Peak 

62 

68 

6 

Midday  Peak 

62 

72 

10 

PM  Peak 

65 

75 

10 

Pre  ntidnight 

59 

68 

9 

11  pm -12  am 

58 

70 

12 

24-Hour 

61 

70 

9 

64 

73 

9 

6 

AM  Peak 

68 

68 

0 

Midday  Peak 

68 

69 

1 

PM  Peak 

69 

70 

1 

Pre  midnight 

62 

63 

1 

No  hours  with  net 
change  of  ^  3  dBA 

- 

- 

— 

24-Hour  U, 

66 

67 

1 

U. 

69 

70 

1 
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The  inoease  in  L*,  noise  levd  fix)m  the  no  action  to  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  during 
the  wedcd^  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  wie  decibd  at  Sites  1  and  6.  The  differences  between  the 
no  action  and  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  at  Sites  1,  2,  and  3  would  be  barely 
perceptible.  At  Sites  4  and  5,  the  HUD  noise  criterion  (L*,  of  65  dBA)  would  be  exceeded  for  the 
-Enterprise  Paric/Raceway  Alternative,  but  would  not  be  exceeded  for  the  no  action  condition. 

Automobile  Raceway 

Noise  in^Micts  fix)m  the  raceway  dement  of  this  altCTnadve  on  the  local  community  would  result  from 
racing  events  that  are  scheduled  for  the  daytime  on  sbc  weekends  each  year;  therefore,  the  impact 
would  be  considered  to  have  a  short  duration. 

Assumptions 

For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  a  racing  car  was  treated  as  a  point  noise  source  on  the  race  track  that 
would  radiate  acoustic  energy  equally  in  all  directions.  Over  hard  site  terrain,  a  point  source  noise 
level  is  reduced  6  dB  pw  doubling  of  distance  (e.g.,  118  dB  at  50  ft  (15  m),  112  dB  at  100  ft  (30  m), 
106  dB  at  200  ft  (61  m),  etc.).  Over  an  acoustically  soft  site  (e  g.,  a  site  containing  trees,  shrubs, 
etc.),  the  noise  reduction  would  be  even  greater.  For  a  conservative  analysis,  an  acoustically  hard  site 
was  assumed. 

Two  race  track  configurations  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  raceway  element.  The  Club  Track  would 
be  a  2.4-mile  road  radng  drcuit  encompassing  a  triangular  area  around  the  northern  end  of  Runway 
32-14.  The  National  Track  would  be  3.4  mi  (5.5  km)  in  length,  and  it  would  include  an  extra  stretch 
of  Runway  32-14  in  addition  to  the  Club  Track  circuit.  Noise  analyses  were  performed  for  the 
National  Track  configuration  because  greater  noise  levels  would  be  expected  given  the  longer  race 
track  and  potentially  higher  speeds. 

The  automobile  race  track  would  be  the  site  of  various  type  of  amateur  and  professional  racing 
events;  however,  it  is  the  professional  race  events  that  would  cause  the  greatest  potential  noise 
impact.  Most  amateur  cars  are  not  customized  as  are  professional  vehicles  and  they  would  be  run 
at  much  lower  speeds  and  in  fewer  numbers.  Therefore,  noise  levels  would  be  substantially  lower 
than  the  professional  events  modeled.  Table  4.6-10  presents  the  racing  specifics  for  three  types  of 
potential  profesrional  events.  The  noise  levd  at  any  location  outride  the  raceway  would  depend  upon 
the  type  of  car,  the  number  of  cars,  and  thdr  location  on  the  track.  Although  the  SCCA  event  would 
have  the  laigest  nunAer  of  cars  (85),  it  was  determined  that  the  CART/Indy  Cars  would  generate  the 
worst  noise  impact  due  to  the  high  reference  noise  level  per  car  (118  dB)  and  number  of  cars  (32). 
The  cumulative  noise  impacts  at  the  reference  point  (50  ft  [15  m])  from  SCCA  and  CART  car 
operations  were  calculated  to  be  124  and  133  dB,  re^)ectively.  Therefore,  a  CART/Indy  racing  event 
was  used  for  the  noise  analysis. 
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General  Racing  Specifications 


Race  Class _ 

Race  Speed  Limit  (niph) 

Race  Capacity  (cars) _ 

Race  Duration  (hour) _ 

Daily  Races _ 

Reference  Noise  Level  (dB)^ 
Reference  Distance  (feet) 


CART^ 
indy  Cars 
240 
32 
3 
2 

118 

50 


Sport  Cars 
95 
85 

1  to5 
<5 
105 
50 


Notes:  ’  CART  -  Championship  Auto  Racing  T earns; 

*  SCCA  -  Sports  Car  Club  of  America; 

®  IMSA  -  International  Motorsports  Association; 

*  Noise  level  per  car  provided  by  individual  race  organization. 
Source:  Jambhekar  Strauss  Architects  PC,  June  4  and  July  23, 1996; 

Project  Calverton,  Inc.,  1995  and  1996. _ _ 


.  tMSA^ 
World  Sports  Cars 
200 
15 
3 

<4 

108 

50 


Noise  levels  at  a  given  receptor  location  would  vary  minute-by-minute  of  the  race.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  maximum  instantaneous  noise  level  would  occur  in  the  beginning  of  race  when  the  packed 
cars  would  pass  by  the  point  with  the  shortest  distance  between  source  and  receptor.  After  a  few  laps 
of  racing,  those  packed  cars  would  be  separated  over  longer  distances,  with  some  of  the  cars 
dropping  out  of  the  race;  therefore,  the  hourly  average  noise  level  (L^)  during  the  first  racing  hour 
would  be  a  represwitative  worst-case  hourly  impact.  The  fbllovdng  additional  assumptions  were  used 
for  predicting  the  noise  level  fi’om  a  racing  event; 


•  The  average  racing  speed  would  be  130  mi  (209  km)  per  hour  (Macchio,  June  26, 
1996); 

•  The  average  time  for  one  lap  would  be  1 .6  minutes; 


•  Noise  barriers  would  not  be  present; 


•  The  race  track  would  be  at  ground  level; 

•  Four  cars  are  assumed  to  run  as  a  group  that  pass  the  same  point  on  the  race  track  at 
the  same  time;  i.e.,  a  total  of  aght  car  groups  (equivalent  to  a  total  of  32  cars)  would 
be  in  each  race; 
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•  Fighf  car  groups  are  packed  for  the  first  30-ininute  racing  period  (approximately  1 9 
laps); 

•  The  distance  between  evoy  two-packed  car  groups  would  be  197  ft  (60  m); 

•  During  the  first  30-niinute  period,  an  average  of  eight  seconds  (^proximately  the 
time  each  car  runs  through  the  length  of  eight  packed  car  groups)  in  each  lap  would 
be  required  to  generate  the  worst  noise  mq)act  at  a  ^ven  receptor  loc^on;  and  for 
the  remaining  liq)  time,  the  noise  iiiq>act  on  a  ^ven  receptor  location  would  be 
omtributed  by  eight  car  groups  that  are  evenly  distributed  over  the  whole  race  track; 
and 

•  During  the  second  30-minute  period,  the  noise  inq)act  would  result  fi-om  eight  car 
groups  that  are  spread  evenly  over  the  race  track. 

The  basic  acoustical  principle  of  6  dB  attenuation  per  doubUng  of  distance  was  used  for  noise  level 
^matinn  in  association  with  the  time  weighting  factors  described  above.  The  average  noise  levels 
of  the  first  ludng  hour  were  estimated  at  60  grid  points.  These  grid  points  were  placed  on  five  rings 
around  the  race  track  with  1,000-ft  (305-m)  spacing  ranging  fi-om  1 ,000  ft  (305  m)  to  5,000  ft  (1,524 
m).  Each  ring  consisted  of  12  points  approximately  located  with  a  30-degree  interval.  Additional 
receptor  locations  analyzed  included  the  proposed  land  development  areas  (e.g.,  industrial  business 
park,  theme  attractions,  etc.)  (Table  4.6-13).  Three  peak  hour  noise  contours  (Figure  4.6-6,  LEQ 
Contours  fw  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative)  were  developed  based  on  the  analyses 
at  those  grid  points. 


Results 


It  is  predicted  that  noise  levels  on  and  near  the  project  site  would  exceed  the  FHWA  Noise 
Abat«nent  Criteia  (Table  3.6-1)  and  the  town  of  Riverhead  noise  standard  (Table  3.6-3).  Based  on 
available  weekend  daytime  noise  monitoring  measurements  presented  in  Tables  3.6-4  and  3.6-5  for 
six  locations  near  the  site,  the  noise  levels  near  the  race  track  would  be  expected  to  increase  20  dB 
or  more  (Table  4.6-1 1),  a  significant  increase  in  noise  level.  However,  the  noise  impacts  predicted 
here  are  based  on  a  set  of  conservative  assumptions  that  represent  a  potential  worst  case  peak  hour 
operational  scenario.  Moreover,  the  calculations  incorporate  no  potential  noise  attenuation  due  to 
the  presence  of  barriers,  berms,  vegetation  and  trees,  building  walls,  etc. 

The  major  race  events  would  be  scheduled  six  times  a  year  for  a  period  of  three  days,  including  the 
weekend.  Therefore,  based  on  two  races  of  three  hours  duration  per  day,  the  total  number  of  racing 
hours  over  an  entire  year  would  be  108  hours,  or  1 .2  percent  of  the  year.  In  addition,  the  race  events 
would  occur  only  during  the  daytime,  when  noise  impacts  are  generally  less  disruptive  than  at  night. 
Therefore,  the  race  event  noise  impacts,  though  significant  with  respect  to  generated  noise  levels, 
would  be  of  short  duration  and  relatively  infrequent  occurrence  as  presently  scheduled. 


Impacts 


4.6-23 


Noise 


Table  4.6-11 


Automobile  Race  Event  Peak  Hour  Noise  Levels 


Receptor 

industrial  Business  Park 

>98 

Theme  Park 

92 

Attractions 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

98 

Commercial  Recreation 

98 

Stadium 

Family  Entertaip'^ent  Center 

94 

Public  Golf  Course 

95 

Open  Space 

86 

Pine  Barrens  Core 

McKay  Lake  (west) 

96 

Community  Park 

>98 

National  Cemetery  Buffer 

90 

Natural  Area 

93 

4.6.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Ground  Vehicles 


Weekdays 

The  peak  hour  L„  analy»s  shows  that  at  Sites  1, 3,  and  6,  noise  levels  would  increase  less  than  2  dBA 
compared  with  levds  under  no  action  conditions  (Table  4.6-12).  At  Sites  4  and  5,  increases  in  noise 
levds  greater  than  3  dBA  would  take  place  over  the  cause  of  day  and  night  time  hours.  Noise  level 
increases  etjual  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  are  noted  below. 


Site  4  (on  Swan  Pond  Road/Grumman  Blvd  near  site  entrance)  -  weekdays  would 
exp«ience  increases  in  noise  levds  that  are  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for  9  hours 
of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  9  dBA  occurring  between  4  and  5  am. 
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Table  4.6-12 

Predicted  Weekday  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  aiKl  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative 


SMS 

NdiMUvai<^indBA) 

NoAcfk»  : 

AttsmaWe 

Naf  Increase 

1 

AM  Peak 

69 

69 

0 

Midday  Peak 

68 

68 

0 

PM  Peak 

71 

71 

0 

Pre  midnioht 

63 

63 

0 

No  hours  with  net 

- 

change  of  ^  3  dBA 

24-Hour  L«, 

67 

67 

0 

L*. 

69 

70 

1 

2 

AM  Peak 

72 

74 

2 

Midday  Peak 

69 

71 

2 

PM  Peak 

70 

72 

2 

Pre  midnight 

65 

67 

2 

No  hours  with  net 

change  of  ^  3  dBA 

24-Hour  l_ 

68 

70 

2 

U 

72 

74 

2 

3 

AM  Peak 

65 

66 

1 

Midday  Peak 

64 

64 

0 

PM  Peak 

67 

68 

1 

Pre  midnight 

61 

61 

0 

No  hours  with  net 

~ 

- 

change  of  ^  3  dBA 

24-Hour  1_ 

63 

64 

1 

66 

67 

1 

Impacts 


4.6-25 


Noise 


Table  4.6-12  (continued) 

Predicted  Weekday  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  and  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative 


Sto 

ftotaR  Lev^  n 

Hour 

NoAclion 

AlbimaSve 

Neibtcrease 

4 

AM  Peak 

MkldayPeak 

PM  Peak 

Pre  midnight 

64 

62 

63 

59 

71 

67 

69 

64 

7 

5 

6 

5 

4  am  -  5  am 

5  am  -  6  am  * 

50 

55 

59 

64 

9 

9 

24-Hour 

U 

60 

64 

66 

70 

6 

6 

5 

AM  Peak 

Midday  Peak 

PM  Peak 

Pre  midnight 

65 

61 

63 

58 

71 

65 

68 

62 

6 

4 

5 

4 

4  am  -  5  am 

5  am -6  am* 

49 

54 

57 

62 

8 

8 

24-Hour 

1-dn 

61 

64 

65 
'  69 

4 

5 

6 

AM  Peak 

Midday  Peak 

PM  Peak 

Pre  midnight 

69 

67 

71 

63 

69 

67 

71 

63 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No  hours  with  net 
change  of  St  3  dBA 

- 

— 

24-Hour 

Ldn 

66 

69 

66 

69 

0 

0  1 

Note’  •  =  specific  hour  of  the  day  at  a  site  with  the  largest  noise  increase 
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•  Site  5  (on  north  side  of  River  Road^  -  weekdays  would  experience  noise  level 
increases  ecjual  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for  19  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum 
increase  of  8  dBA  occurring  between  4  and  5  am. 

Predicted  noise  levels  under  the  Enterprise  Paik/Raceway  Alternative  during  the  weekday  would 
exceed  the  FHWA  criterion  of  67  dBA  for  the  following  total  number  of  hours  of  the  day  at  each  site 
(number  of  hours  for  which  there  are  exceedances  for  the  no  action  alternative  are  shown  in 
parenthesis): 


•  Site  1  - 14  hours  (14  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  2  - 15  hours  (15  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  3  -  2  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  4  - 19  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  5  -  8  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action);  and 

•  Site  6  - 1 1  hours  (10  hours  -  no  action). 

The  HUD  criterion  (L*  of  65  dBA)  would  be  exceeded  for  this  alternative  at  all  six  monitored  sites. 

Weekend 

The  peak  hour  analysis  presented  in  Table  4.6-13  shows  that  at  Sites  1,  3,  and  6,  noise  levels 
would  increase  less  than  1  dBA  compared  with  levels  under  the  no  action  condition.  At  Sites  4  and 
5,  increases  in  noise  levels  greater  than  3  dBA  would  take  place  over  the  course  of  day  and  night  time 
hours.  Noise  level  increases  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  are  noted  below: 

•  Sited  -  weekend  noise  level  increases  would  be  equal  to  or  greater  than  3  dBA  for 
19  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  7  dBA  occurring  between  4  am  and 
5  am. 

•  Site  5  -  weekends  would  experience  noise  level  increases  equal  to  or  greater  than  3 
dBA  for  19  hours  of  the  day,  with  a  maximum  increase  of  6  dBA  occurring  between 
4  am  and  5  am. 

Predicted  noise  levels  under  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  during  the  weekend  would  exceed  the 
FHWA  criterion  of  67  dBA  for  the  following  total  number  of  hours  of  the  day  at  each  site  (number 
of  hours  fi3r  which  there  are  exceedances  for  the  no  action  alternative  are  shown  in  parenthesis): 
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Disposal  and  Reuse _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

•  Site  1  -  8  hours  (8  hours  -  no  action); 

•  Site  2  - 14  hours  (O  hours  -  no  action); 

•  She  3  -  1  hour  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  4  -  4  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action); 

•  Site  5  -  16  hours  (not  exceeded  -  no  action);  and 

•  Sited  -  11  hours  (11  hours  -  no  action). 

The  HUD  criterion  (L*.  of  65  dBA)  would  be  exceeded  for  this  alternative  at  aU  six  sites. 
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Table  4.6-1 3 

Predicted  Weekend  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  and  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative 


- ' 

S»B 

How 

N<^  Lev^  <Lw,  m  dBA) 

NoAcSon  ; 

AKatiwIve 

Hetincretne 

1 

AM  Peak 

67 

67 

0 

MkldayPeak 

64 

64 

0 

PM  Peak 

69 

69 

0 

Pre  ntidnight 

63 

63 

0 

No  hours  with  net 

change  of  k  3  dBA 

24-Hour  L«, 

65 

65 

0 

U, 

69 

69 

0 

2 

AM  Peak 

68 

69 

1 

Midday  Peak 

68 

69 

1 

PM  Peak 

70 

71 

1 

Pre  midnight 

64 

65 

1 

No  hours  with  net 

change  of  ^  3  dBA 

24-Hour  t— 

67 

68 

1 

U 

70 

71 

1 

3 

AM  Peak 

65 

67 

1 

Midday  Peak 

62 

65 

1 

PM  Peak 

65 

68 

1 

Pre  midnight 

60 

63 

1 

No  hours  with  net 

change  of  ^  3  dBA 

24-Hour  Lm 

63 

64 

1 

67 

67 

1 
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Table  4.6-13  (continued) 

Pre<«cted  Weekend  Noise  Levels  for  No  Action  and  the  Peconic  Viiiage  Alternative 

I  Noise  Level  (Ua  in  dBA) 


Net  increase 


AM  Peak 
MkldayPeak 
PM  Peak 
Pre  nradnight 


4  am  -  5  am 

5  am  -  6  am  * 


AM  Peak 
Midday  Peak 
PM  Peak 
Pre  midnight 


4  am  -  5  am 

5  am  -  6  am  * 


24-Hour 

Ldn 


AM  Peak 
Midday  Peak 
PM  Peak 
Pre  midnight 


No  hours  with  net 
change  of  ^  3  dBA 


24-Hour  L*, 
L.„ 


NoAcSon 

IlMiiiWiiiiH 

62 

68 

62 

67 

62 

67 

58 

63 

51 

58 

60 

65 

63 

68 

62 

67 

62 

66 

65 

69 

59 

64 

52 

58 

56 

62 

61 

65 

64 

68 

68 

68 

68 

68 

69 

69 

62 

62 

Note;  •  *  specific  hour  of  the  day  at  a  site  with  the  largest  noise  increase 
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4.7  Infrastructure 

4.7.1  No  Action  Alternative 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Under  the  no  action  alternative,  there  would  be  minimal  demand  for  utilities  since  the  facility  would 
be  dosed  and  no  permanent  maintoiance  staff  would  be  retained.  All  unused  existing  utility  systems 
would  be  abanrfnned  in  place  and  pemuinentfy  dosed  accOTding  to  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Facility  Layaway  cmd  Caretaker  Maintenance  Standards  (Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command, 
September  1994). 


4.7.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 
Water  Supply 

As  described  in  Subdiapter  3.7,  existing  buildings  within  the  fence  at  NWIRP  Calverton  are  supplied 
with  water  from  on-she  wdls.  According  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  these  wells  and  well  pumps  are  old,  low 
capacity  and,  therefore,  would  not  ultimately  be  used  for  the  proposed  new  development  in  ye^  20 
at  full  build-out.  According  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  the  town  of  Riverhead  would  ultimately  provide  a 
source  of  water  supply  fi)r  the  ate  under  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan.  The  Riverhead  Water  District  has 
identified  nine  possible  wdl  fidd  sites  (LIRPB,  1992).  This  source  would  include  a  network  of  water 
distribution  mains  along  the  main  thoroughfares  subdividing  the  parcels  of  land  subject  to  future 
development.  NWIRP  Calverton  is  contiguous  to  existing  water  mains  running  within  the  right-of- 
way  (ROW)  of  New  York  State  Route  25.  As  demand  for  water  b^ins  to  exceed  the  capacity  of  the 
existing  system,  the  Reuse  Plan  proposes  that  the  Riverhead  Water  District  be  extended  to  serve  the 
site,  and  be  int^rated  with  the  existing  distribution  network.  It  is  expected  that  this  extension  would 
facilitate  an  adequate  water  supply  to  NWIRP  Calverton. 


Table  4.7-1  provides  typical  per  c^ita  water  use  rates  for  various  uses.  Table  4.7-2  presents  the  per 
c^ita  watw  usage  estimated  for  the  Calvraton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  based  on;  1)  the  projected 
mimber  of  employees;  2)  the  projected  maximum  numbCT  of  visitors  for  the  proposed  theme  park  and 
commercial  recreation  components;  3)  the  number  of  hotel  rooms  anticipated;  4)  the  typical  per  capita 
water  use  rates  provided  in  Table  4.7-1;  and  5)  typical  daily  water  use  rates  at  golf  courses.  As 
indicated  in  Table  4.7-2,  the  estimated  future  water  use  under  this  alternative  is  490,100  gallons  (1.9 
million  liters)  pCT  day.  According  to  HR&A  (1996),  NWIRP  Calverton  had  a  permit  to  pump  up  to 
1.97  million  gallons  (7.5  million  liters)  of  water  per  day.  Total  water  use  under  this  alternative  would 
therefore  be  less  than  the  existing  pomit  limitations;  however,  the  existing  wells  would  not  ultimately 
be  used  to  supply  water  to  the  site. 
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Infrastructure 


Disposal  and  Reuse 


Tabte  4.7-1 

Typical  Per  Capita  Daily  Water  Use  Rates 


LamtUke 

PerC^pite  FiowRalBS 

Galfmapertfay 

UtarsDM^etay 

Industrial  Business  Park’ 

35 

132 

Theme  Park* 

8 

30 

Aviation/Aircraft  Use  (employee)’ 

15 

57 

Commerdal/Recreation’ 

5 

19 

Automobile/Raceway’ 

5 

19 

HotelADonference* 

10 

38 

Employee 

Guest 

50 

189 

ResidentiaP 

100 

379 

Sources:  ’New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  1988; 
^jong,  July  9, 1 996;  and 

®Tchobanoglous  and  Burton,  1991. _ _ 
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Table  4.7-2 


Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  Estimated  Daily  Water  Use 


Land  Use 

No  of 
rnipioiwea 

Percnatta 
(tie .. : 
BattMia': 

(Mtpm  i 

me 

^Hons 

(iters) 

Tdlal 

Utw 

djiiritone) 

Total 

Use 

Pars) 

Industrial  Business  Park 

1,775 

35(132) 

na 

62,125 

235,143 

Theme  Park  Attractions 

571 

10(38) 

30,000’ 

8(30) 

245,710 

930,012 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

360 

10  (38) 

400^ 

50(189) 

23,600 

39,326 

Service  Retail 

194 

35(132) 

na 

6,790 

25,700 

Aviation 

207 

15(57) 

m 

3,105 

11,752 

Commercial  Recreation 

Stadium 

Family  Entertainment 
Subtotal 

68 

10(38) 

8,000* 

820" 

5(19) 

5(19) 

680 

40,000 

4100 

144,780] 

2,574 

151,400 

15,519 

169,492 

Private  Golf  Course 

na 

104,000* 

393,682 

TOTAL 

3,175 

490,100 

1 .9  million 

Notes:  ’  maximum  number  of  visitors  -  30,000  (1 0,000  parking  spaces  x  3  people/car). 
^assumes  maximum  use  at  400  rooms. 

^  assumes  maximum  number  of  spectators  at  8,000. 

*  based  on  300,000  visitors  per  year. 

’  adapted  from  SCPD,  1990. 

na  -  not  applicable _ _ _ 
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Storm  Drainage 


Development  of  areas  that  are  currently  unpaved  would  result  in  an  increase  m  the  amount  of 

impervious  surfeces.  As  discussed  in  Subchapter  4.1.2,  it  is  estimated  that  the  amount  of  impervious 

suifeces  would  increase  by  320  acres  (130  hectares)  for  a  total  of 797  acres  on  the  site  (mcludmg  477 
acres  or  193  hectares  (rf  existing  inq)ervious  sur&ce).  This  would  increase  the  total  volume  and  rate 
of  stoimwater  discharge  and  would  require  new  storm  sewer  construction.  In  accordance  with  the 
Town  of  Riverhead’s  zoning  ordinance  (Article  XIII.  Part  108-60,  J),  it  would  be  necess^  to 
additicHial  stormwater  on  ^e  in  a  set  of  rediarge  ba^s.  Recharge  basins  are  designed 
to  capture  stormwater,  therdiy  reducing  the  amount  and  vdocity  of  overland  water  flow,  reducmg 
loads  to  waterways,  and  providing  retention  time  for  recharge  to  groundwater.  Although 
their  location  would  be  depwident  on  site  ^lecific  devdopment,  it  is  estimated  that  the  total  area  on 
ate  needed  for  recharge  ba^  would  be  approximately  30  to  35  acres  (12  to  14  hectares)  (bas^  on 
a  formula  in  the  Town  of  Riverhead’s  zoning  ordinance).  This  estimate  assumes  that  the  existing 
storage  capacity  is  needed  for  the  477  acres  (193  hectares)  of  impervious  surface  already  on-site. 
Incremental  construction  would  require  state  General  Stormwater  Discharge  Permits  to  address 
stormwater  runoff  from  industrial  uses,  including  a  plan  for  minimizing  poUutants  in  runoff. 


Sanitary  Sewer 

As  described  in  Subchapter  3.7.2,  portions  of  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  are  presently  served  by  a 
wastewater  treatment  plant  with  a  total  capacity  of  65,000  gallons  (246,000  liters)  per  day.  Actum 
water  use  at  NWIRP  Calverton  may  once  have  been  as  high  as  70,000  gallons  (264,950  liters),  with 
an  assumed  single  shift  of 2,000  workers.  Several  buildings  on  site  had  their  own  septic  systems  so 
that  water  would  not  have  passed  through  the  STP.  Future  daily  sarutary  flow  is  estimat^  to  be 
approximatdy  386,1 10  gallons  (1.5  million  lit«^)  (based  on  the  water  use  estimates  provided  m  Table 
4.7-2,  excluding  the  golf  course).  This  flow  would  exceed  historic  usage  of  wastewater  treated  via 
the  STP  and  the  septic  systems. 

The  Reuse  Plan  proposes  that  improvements  to  the  existing  wastewater  system  be  nude;  furthermore, 
the  feasibility  of  developing  a  new  and  expanded  wastewater  treatment  facility  north  of  the 
groundwater  divide  would  be  investigated  (Figure  3.10-2).  The  total  estimated  cost  for  providing 
a  sanhaiy  sewer  system  (sanitary  sewer  network  and  an  on-site  wastewater  treatment  plant)  for  the 
Raise  Plan  is  in  the  orda  of  magnitude  of  $8  -  $1 1  million  (HR&A,  1995).  >^ith  these  improvements 
and  additions,  it  is  antidpated  that  the  sanitary  sewer  system  would  be  of  adequate  capacity  to  serve 
the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan. 

With  respect  to  rdevant  ponuts.  State  Pollution  Discharge  and  Elimination  Permits  (SPDES)  would 
be  required  for  any  new  surface  and  groundwater  discharges.  The  conveyance  of  permits  from  the 
Navy  to  the  town  for  the  existing  STP  would  require  demonstration  of  the  town’s  capability  to 
operate  the  plant  to  the  NYSDEC. 
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Other  Utility  Systems 


Electric 

When  NWIRP  Calverton  was  q)erational,  dectrical  service  was  provided  by  the  PASNY .  Currently, 
incoming  electrical  service  is  provided  by  LILCO.  According  to  the  R^se  Plan,  in  the  event  that 
lower  cost  dectiical  energy  cannot  be  transmitted  to  the  site  1^  erther  LILCO  or  PASNY,  there  exists 
the  potential  for  on-rite  generation  and  distribution  of  electridty  at  competitive  rates  per  kilowatt 
hour  (HR&A,  1996).  Although  the  Reuse  Plan  indicates  this  possibility,  permitting,  inapacts,  and 
costs  fiar  sudr  a  &dlity  were  neither  discussed  nw  provided  in  the  plan.  Given  the  uncert^ty  of  ^s 
matter  and  the  potential  scope  of  analysis  associated  with  evaluating  an  on-site  generating  facility, 
the  potential  effects  of  an  such  a  facility  are  not  addressed  in  tins  EIS.  It  is  assumed  that  power  for 
the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  provided  from  off  the  site  (LILCO  or  P  ASNY). 

Cfas 

Thwe  is  a  four-in  (ten-cm)  high-pressure  gas  main  extending  into  NWIRP  at  Gate  14  that  formerly 
fed  into  the  heating  plant  (Brooks,  August  23, 1996).  This  line  has  been  cut  and  capped.  Although 
the  Reuse  Plan  does  not  sp^cally  indicate  this  possibility,  the  presently  defunct  main  could  provide 
gas  to  the  site  for  a  variety  of  uses  proposed  as  part  of  the  Reuse  Plan. 

Steam  Distribution 

The  main  buildings  of  NWIRP  Calverton  are  currently  supplied  by  steam,  with  condensate  return 
from  the  steam  plant.  The  steam  plant  is  presently  undergoing  a  major  boiler  replacement  with  an 
estimated  completion  date  of  mid-1997.  Steam  would  continue  to  be  supplied  to  buildings  in  the 
industrial  core  as  conceived  in  the  Reuse  Plan.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  would  be  ample  steam 
available  for  future  heating  and  industrial  use  in  the  industrial  business  park. 


4.7.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 
Water  Supply 

Table  4.7-3  presents  the  pw  capita  water  usage  estimated  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Raceway 
Akemative  based  on:  1)  the  projected  number  of  employees;  2)  the  projected  maximum  number  of 
viritors  for  the  proposed  theme  park,  automobile  raceway,  and  commercial  recreation  com^nents; 
3)  the  nunJjer  of  hotd  rooms  anticipated;  4)  the  typical  per  capita  water  use  rates  provided  iri  Table 
4.7-1;  and  5)  typical  drily  water  use  rates  at  golf  courses.  As  indicated  in  Table  4.7-3,  the  estimted 
future  water  use  under  this  alternative  is  562,590  gallons  (2. 1  million  liters)  per  day.  According  to 
HR&A  (1996),  NWIRP  Calverton  had  a  permit  to  pump  up  to  1.97  million  gallons  (7.5  million  liters) 


Impacts 


4.7-5 


Infrastructure 


Disposal  and  Reuse 


Table  4.7-3 


Calveiton  Enterprise  Park/  Raceway  Alternative  Estimated  Daily  Water  Use 


Land  Use 

No.  of 
rnipfoyees 

Percapia 

oae 

gidkma 

Htknf 
\  iM^s 

FNsreapita 

iiiiiiiii 

gallons 

Tclai 

Usa 

(giton^ 

Total 

Use 

(iteis) 

Industrial  Business  Park 

1,100 

35  (1^) 

na 

38,500 

145,733 

Theme  Park  Attractions 

571 

10(38) 

30,000’ 

8(30) 

245,710 

930,012 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

360 

10(38) 

400^ 

50(189) 

23,600 

89,326 

Automobile  Raceway 

100 

10(38) 

21,000* 

5(19) 

106,000 

401,210 

Commercial  Recreation 

^nliy^ntertainment 

Subtotal 

68 

10  (38) 

8,000* 

820* 

5(19) 

5(19) 

680 

40,000 

4100 

[44,780] 

2,574 

151,400 

15,519 

169,492 

Private  Golf  Course 

na 

104,000* 

393,682 

TOTAL 

2,199 

562,590 

2.1  million 

Notes:  ^  maximum  number  of  visitors  -  30,000  (1 0,000  parking  spaces  x  3  people/car). 
^assumes  maximum  use  at  400  rooms. 

®  assumes  maximum  number  of  spectators  at  8,000. 

*  based  on  300,000  visitors  per  year. 

’  adapted  from  SCPD,  1990. 

*  assumes  21 ,000  spectators  per  day. 

na  -  not  applicable _ _ _ _ 
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of  water  per  day.  Total  water  use  under  this  alternative  would  therefore  be  less  than  the  existing 
permit  limit.  However,  as  with  the  Reuse  Plan,  it  is  antidpated  that  the  Riverhead  Water  District 
would  ultimately  be  extended  to  serve  the  site  and  integrate  with  the  existing  distribution  network. 
It  is  expected  that  this  extension  would  provide  a  suitable  water  supply  to  the  ate. 

Storm  Drainage 

Development  of  areas  that  are  currently  unpaved  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway 
Alternative  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaces.  It  is  estimated  that 
impervious  sur&ces  would  increase  by  250  acres  (101  hectares),  from  477  acres  (193  hectares)  to 
an  on-site  total  of  690  acres  (280  hectares)  (Subchapter  4.1.3).  This  would  be  about  70  acres  (78 
hectares)  less  than  the  Reuso  Plan.  This  would  increase  the  total  volume  and  rate  of  stormwater 
discharge  and  would  require  new  storm  sewer  construction.  Using  the  estunation  method  as  for  the 
R^se  Plan,  approximately  20  to  25  acres  of  land  would  be  needed  to  accommodate  the  additional 
stormwater.  Incremental  construction  would  require  state  General  Stormwater  Discharge  Permits 
to  address  stormwater  runoff  from  industrial  uses,  including  a  plan  for  minimizing  pollutants  in  runoff. 

Sanitary  Sewer 

Future  sanitary  flow  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  458,590  gallons  (1 .7  million  liters)  (based  on 
the  water  usage  estimates  prowded  in  Taiile  4.7-3,  excluding  the  golf  course).  This  would  exceed 
the  capacity  of  the  existing  wastewatw  treatment  plant.  Similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  improvements  and 
additiom  to  the  sanitary  sewo"  qrstem  would  be  expected  to  provide  adequate  capacity.  As  discussed 
for  the  Raise  Plan,  SPDES  permits  would  be  required  for  any  new  surface  and  groundwater 
discharges. 

Other  Utility  Systems 


Electric 

As  with  the  Reuse  Plan,  it  is  assumed  that  electrical  savice  would  be  provided  by  LILCO  or  PASNY. 


Gas 

Like  the  Reuse  Plan,  the  presently  out-of-service  four-in  gas  main  could  provide  service  to  the  site 
for  a  variety  of  uses  proposed  as  part  of  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative. 
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Disposal  and  Reuae 


Steam  Distribution 

Steam  would  continue  to  be  supplied  to  buildings  of  the  industnal  business  park  as  conceptualized 
in  the  Reuse  Wan.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  would  be  ample  steam  available  for  fixture  heating  and 
industrial  use. 


4.7.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Water  Supply 

TaWe  4.7-4  presents  the  per  capita  water  usage  estimated  for  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  based 
on:  1)  the  [^ejected  numbw  of  otqiloyees;  2)  the  projected  number  of  residential  units  (assisted  living 
and  senior  housing);  3)  the  number  of  hotel  rooms  anticipated;  4)  the  typical  per  capita  water  use 
rates  provided  in  Table  4.7-1  and  typical  daily  water  use  rates  at  golf  courses.  As  indicated  in  Table 
4.7-4,  the  estimate  total  fiiture  water  use  under  this  alternative  is  482,605  gallons  (1 .8  million  liters) 
per  day,  including  the  golf  courses.  According  to  HR&A  (1996),  NWIRP  Calverton  had  a  permit  to 
pump  up  to  1.97  million  gallons  (7.5  million  liters)  of  water  per  day.  Total  water  use  under  this 
alternative  would  therefore  be  below  that  allowed  under  existing  permit.  It  is  assumed  that  water 
would  ultimately  be  provided  via  an  extension  of  the  Riverhead  Water  District. 

Storm  Drainage 

The  devdopment  of  areas  that  are  currently  ui^ved  for  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  would  result 
in  an  in  the  amount  of  on-site  impervious  sur&ces.  TWs  would  increase  the  total  volume  and 

rate  of  discharge  of  stormwatw  and  would  require  new  ^orm  sewa-  construction.  It  is  estimated  that 
260  acres  (105  hectares)  of  impervious  surface  would  be  added  to  the  existing  477  acres  (193 
hectares)  for  a  total  of  690  acres  (280  hectares).  In  accordance  with  the  Town  of  Riverhead’ s 
requir«nent  fw  on-site  storage  of  stormwater,  it  is  estimated  that  approximately  25  to  30  acres  (12 
to  14  hectares)  of  land  would  be  needed  for  recharge  basins.  Incremental  construction  of  the 
ahemarive  would  require  state  G«ieral  Stormwater  Discharge  Permits  to  address  stormwater  runoff 
fi-om  industrial  uses,  including  a  plan  for  minimizing  pollutants  in  runoff. 

Sanitary  Sewer 

For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  it  is  expected  that  improvements  and  additions  to  the  sanitary  sewer 
system  would  be  made  to  provide  adequate  capacity  to  serve  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative.  As 
discussed  for  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan,  SPDES  permits  would  be  required  for  any  new  surface  and 
groundwater  Higrharg<»s  Future  sanitary  flow  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  274,605  gallons  (1.0 
million  liters)  (based  on  the  water  use  estimates  provided  in  Table  4.7-3,  but  excluding  the  golf 
courses). 
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Table  4.7-4 


Peconic  Village  Alternative  Daily  Estimated  Water  Use 


LaodUae 

for 

emptayees 

080 

gdkna^  . 
(itters) 

«or 

^  Of 

housing 

un8s 

Pertaqilis 

use 

gallons  . 
pers) 

Total 

Use 

QtaXIam} 

Total 

Use 

Pars) 

indusbial  Business  Park 

1,036 

35(132) 

na 

36,260 

137,244 

Commercial/Retail 

227 

35  (132) 

na 

7,945 

30,072 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

360 

10(38) 

400’ 

50  (189) 

23,600 

89,326 

Residentiai  -  Assisted  Living 

275 

10(38) 

688 

100 

71,550 

270,817 

Residential  -  Senior  Living 

na 

1,350 

100 

135,000 

510,975 

Golf  Courses 

25 

10(38) 

208,250" 

787,402 

TOTAL 

1,923 

482,605 

1.8  million 

Notes:  ^  assumes  maximum  use  at  400  rooms. 

^Adapted  from  SCPD,  1990. 
na  -  not  applicable 
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Electric 

As  with  the  other  alternatives,  it  is  assumed  that  electrical  power  supply  would  be  provided  by 
LILCO  or  PASNY.  No  on-site  electrical  generation  would  take  place. 

Gas 

Like  the  other  alternatives,  natural  gas  would  be  available  to  service  the  ate  and  any  of  the  uses 
proposed  under  the  Pecorac  Village  Alternative. 

Steam  Distribution 

Steam  would  continue  to  be  supplied  to  buildings  of  the  industrial  business  park  under  the  Peconic 
Village  Ahemative.  It  is  antidpated  that  there  would  be  ample  steam  available  for  future  heating  ana 

industrial  use. 
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4.8  Cultural  Resources 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  provides  that  federal  agendas  take  into  acwunt 
the  effect  of  their  actions  on  any  district,  site,  buildings,  structures,  or  objects  included  in  or  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Implementing  regulations  for  Section  106 
are  contained  in  36  CFR  800,  Protection  of  Historic  Properties.  These  regulations  provide  specific 
criteria  for  assessing  the  effect  of  federal  undertakings  on  historic  properties  and  identifying  ^ver^ 
effects  of  proposed  undertakings  on  historic  pr(^)erties.  The  effects  that  a  proposed  undertaking  will 
have  on  a  cultural  resource  are  predicted  bas^  on  the  agnificant  characteristics  or  distinguishing 
elements  of  the  resource  and  the  design  and  antidpated  consequences  of  the  undertakmg.  Effects  to 
cultural  resources  on  or  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  are  evaluated 
with  regard  Xaihc  Criteria  of  Effect  cmd  Adverse-Effect,  established  by  the  Advisory  Coundl  on 
Historic  Preservation  (36  CFR  800.9).  These  criteria  are  summarized  in  Table  4.8-1. 

The  cultural  resources  survey  conducted  at  NWIRP  Calverton  (TAMS  Consultants  Inc.  and 
Historical  Perspectives,  Inc.,  1996)  identified  three  structures  that  could  be  considered  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (Figure  3.8-1).  Built  within  the  past  50  years,  these 
structures  are  considered  to  be  individually  eligible  for  several  reasons.  Plant  6  and  Plant  7  (built  in 
1953)  are  excdlent  exan^les  of  military-industrial  architecture  of  wide-span  steel  fi-ame  and  precast 
concrete  pand  curtain  wall  construction.  The  Grumman  aircraft  developed  and  manufactured  in  these 
final  assembly,  experimental,  and  production  flight  testing  facilities  had  unmatched  capabilities  and 
made  up  three-quarters  of  the  US  Navy’s  carrier-based  aircraft.  The  Anechoic  Chamber  (built  in 
1968)  was  a  prototypical  research,  development,  testing,  and  evaluation  facility  for  the  testing  of  the 
electronic  and  radar  ^sterns  of  aircraft  such  as  the  EA-6B  Prowler,  A-6  Intruder,  and  F-14  Tomcat. 
It  was  the  largest  such  facility  in  the  free  world  when  it  was  built,  housing  an  entire  aircraft;  it  was 
used  as  a  model  for  all  later  anechoic  chambers  of  this  kind. 

These  three  facilities  are  historically  significant  for  their  critical  role  in  research,  development,  and 
production  of  important  Cdd  War  weapons  systems,  including  fighter,  attack,  and  electrorac  w^are 
aircraft.  Each  one  retains  historic  integrity  and  clearly  conveys  a  strong  association  with  military 
activities.  Therefore,  this  analysis  addresses  the  impacts  of  implementing  the  Reuse  Plan  and  the 
alternatives  on  the  character  of  the  individual  buildings. 

For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  the  conveyance  document  from  the  Navy  to  the  Town 
of  Riverhead  CDA  would  contain  covenants  to  ensure  the  protection  of  all  National  Re^ster-eli^ble 
properties.  This  would  satisfy  the  requirements  of  36  CFR  800.9[b],  and  would  result  in  no  adverse 
effect  on  the  eligible  historic  resources. 
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Table  4.8-1 

Criteria  of  Effect  and  Advene  Effect 


An  undeitakiio  has  an  effect  on  a  historic  property  when  it  may  alter  characteristics  of  the  ^o^rty  that  may 
quaKiy  the  property  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register.  For  purposes  of  determining  effect,  alteraton  to 
features  of  the  property’s  location,  setting,  or  use  may  be  significant  depending  on  a  propert/s  significant 
characteristics  and  should  be  considered  (36  CFR  8(X).9{a]).  _ _ _ _ _ 

An  undertaking  is  considered  to  have  an  adverse  effect  when  the  effect  on  a  historic  property  may  dirninish 
the  integrity  of  the  property's  locafion,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  or  association. 
Adverse  effects  on  historic  properties  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

Physical  destruction,  darnage,  or  alteration  of  ajl  or  part  of  ttie  property; 

2.  Isolation  of  the  property  from  or  alteration  of  the  character  of  the  property’s  setting  when  that 
character  contributes  to  the  propert/s  qualification  for  the  National  Register; 

3.  Introduclion  of  visual,  audible,  or  atmospheric  elements  that  are  out  of  character  with  the  property 
or  alter  its  setting; 

4.  Neglect  of  a  property  resulting  in  its  deterioration  or  destruction;  and 

$.  Transfer,  lease,  or  sale  of  the  property  (36  CFR  800 .9[b]). _ _ _ _ 

Effects  of  an  undertaking  that  would  otherwise  be  found  to  be  adverse  may  be  considered  as  being  not 
adverse  for  the  purpose  of  these  regulations: 

1  When  the  historic  property  is  of  value  only  for  Its  potential  contribution  to  archeological,  historic,  or 
architectural  research,  and  when  such  value  can  be  substantially  preserved  through  the  corwluct 
of  appropriate  research,  and  such  research  b  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  professional 
standards  and  guidelines; 

2.  When  the  undertaking  is  limited  to  the  rehabilitation  of  buildings  and  structures  and  is  conducted  in 
a  manner  that  preserves  the  historical  and  architectural  value  of  the  affected  historic  property 
through  conformance  with  the  Secretary’s  "Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for 
Rehabilitating  Buildings;"  or 

3.  When  the  undertaking  is  limited  to  the  transfer,  lease  or  sale  of  a  historic  property,  and  adequate 
restrictions  or  conditions  are  included  to  ensure  preservation  of  the  property’s  significant  historic 
features  (36  CFR  800.9[c]). 
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4.8«1  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  future  baseline  (no  action)  coiditions,  there  would  be  no  new  construction  or  alteration  in  the 
area  of  the  historic  buddings.  Closure  of  NWIRP  Calverton  would  follow  the  standards  and 
procedures  for  mothballing  fecilities  published  in  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Facility  Layaway 
and  CoretcAer  Maintenance  Standards  (Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  September  1994). 
These  and  procedures  meet  the  requiremoits  for  mothballing  historic  structures  outlined 

by  the  National  Park  Service  in  Preservation  Brief  H:  Mothballir^  Historic  Buildings  (National  Park 
Service,  September  1993).  By  following  these  Navy  and  National  Park  Service  guidelines,  there 
would  no  adverse  effect  on  the  historic  structures  under  the  no  action  alternative. 


4.8.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Under  the  Reuse  Plan,  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be  redeveloped  for  a  variety  of  commercial, 
recreational,  industrial,  and  open  space  uses  (Subchapter  2.3). 

Architecture 

Plant  6,  an  aircraft  ass^nbly  facility  biult  in  1953,  would  be  part  of  the  industrial  business  park  in  the 
Reuse  Plan.  It  was  constructed  as  a  wide-span,  steel-framed  structure  clad  with  a  pre-cast,  reinforced 
concrete  panel  curtain  wall.  Plant  7  was  built  in  the  same  year  and  in  the  same  fashion  as  Plant  6;  it 
too  would  be  part  of  the  industrial  business  park.  Assuming  that  any  exterior  renovations  are  made 
in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior’s  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for 
Rehabilitating  Histtnic  Buildings,  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  on  these  structures. 

The  Anechoic  Chamber,  buik  in  1968  of  steel  frame  sheathed  with  insulated,  corrugated  metal  panels, 
was  used  as  a  researdi,  devdopment,  testing,  and  evaluation  facility  for  electronic  and  radar  aircraft 
systems.  The  interior  of  the  Anechoic  Chamber  is  intrinsic  to  its  significance  because  the  material 
lining  the  walls  of  the  chamber  was  the  key  element  respontible  for  the  effective  testing  of  the  aircraft 
systems.  If  renovations  to  either  the  interior  or  exterior  of  the  Anechoic  Chamber  are  carried  out 
according  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior’s  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for 
Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings,  then  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect. 

Archaeology 

There  are  an  estimated  300  aaes  (121  hectares)  of  high  archaeological  sensitivity  within  the  fence 
of  NWIRP  Calverton  (Figure  3.8-2).  These  areas  are  found  prinuirily  in  and  around  former  and 
existing  bodies  of  water.  The  largest  contiguous  area  of  high  archaeological  sensitivity  is  located 
southwest  of  the  main  (east)  runway  within  the  core  area  of  the  site. 
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Disposal  and  Reuse  - 

Under  the  Reuse  Plan,  ardiaeologjcal  resources  of  Ugh  sensitivity  may  be  disturbed  in  the  area  of  the 
industrial  business  park  and  the  commercial  recreation  area.  Areas  already  paved  (i.e.,  runways  and 
mudi  of  the  industrial  core)  may  border  areas  of  high  sensitivity  but  are  not  in  theniselves  considered 
highly  senative.  In  order  to  fiilfy  detemrine  potemial  effect,  a  Phase  IB  archaeolo^cal  survey  should 
be  carried  out  where  ground  distuibance  would  occur  in  Ugh  sensitivity  arew.  The  remainder  of 
NWIRP  Calverton  contains  areas  of  medium  to  low  potential  for  finding  preUstoric  sites.  As  noted 
in  Subdiapter  5.1.8,  the  Navy  would  consult  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and 
the  New  York  SHPO  in  acawdance  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  TUs  process  would  result  in  the 
preparation  of  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  between  the  tiiree  parties  providing  for 
^propriate  mitigation. 


4.8.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Under  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Akemative.  NWIRP  Calverton  would  ^  redeveloped 
similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan,  except  in  the  area  of  the  eastern  runway  and  part  of  the  industnal  core, 
\^4)ere  an  autcwnobile  raceway  would  replace  the  aviation/ aircraft  use  (Subchapter  2.4).  There  would 
be  few  differences  between  the  archaeological  and  arcUtectural  impacts  of  this  alternative  and  the 

Reuse  Plan. 

Architecture 

Plants  6  and  7  would  be  within  the  industrial  business  park  of  tUs  alternative.  Assuming  that  the  any 
exterior  renovations  are  made  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior’s  Standards  for 
Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings,  there  would  be  no  adverse 
effect  on  these  structures.  In  tUs  alternative,  the  Anechoic  Chamber  would  be  part  of  the  property 
associated  vrith  the  racing  complex.  The  raceway  site  plan  of  Project  Calverton  Inc.  shows  the 
Anechoic  Chamber  as  a  woikriwp.  As  described  previouriy,  the  interior  is  intrinsic  to  the  sipiificance 
of  the  structure.  Therefore,  if  any  proposed  renovations  to  both  the  interior  and  exterior  of  this 
structure  are  be  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior  s  Standards,  no  adverse  effect 
would  occur. 

Archaeology 

Any  new  development  and  paving  in  areas  of  high  archaeolopcal  sensitivity  would  first  require  that 
a  Phase  IB  archaeological  survey  be  performed  before  potential  effect  could  fully  be  determined.  As 
described  in  Subchapter  4.8.2  an  MOA  would  be  prepared. 
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4.8.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

The  Peconic  \^age  Alternative  would  include  a  combination  of  senior  hou^g,  recreation,  open 
space,  commercial,  and  industrial  uses  (Subc}u^)ter  2.S). 

Architecture 

Plant  6,  the  assemUy  and  administration  building,  would  be  part  of  the  industrial  business  park  under 
this  akemative.  Phmt  7,  the  hangar  and  opmtions  building,  would  be  situated  in  the  civic  facilities 
area  of  this  alternative.  Assuming  that  any  exterior  renovations  would  be  carried  out  according  to 
the  Secretary  of  Interior’s  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic 
Buildings,  there  would  be  no  adverse  eflFect  on  these  structures  Under  the  Peconic  Village 
Alternative,  the  Anechoic  Chamber  would  be  demolished  to  make  way  for  senior  citizen  assisted 
living  houring.  This  action  would  have  an  advo^  effect  because  it  involves  the  physical  destruction, 
damage,  or  alteration  of  all  or  part  of  the  property  (36  CFR  800.9[b]l).  Specific  measures,  as 
described  in  Chapter  5,  would  be  required  to  mitigate  this  impact. 

Archaeology 

Under  this  alternative  archaeological  resources  of  high  sensitivity  may  be  disturbed  in  these  areas: 
assisted  living  housing;  commercial  use  adjacent  to  the  east  runway;  in  the  area  of  senior  housing 
directly  east  of  the  industrial  core;  and  in  the  area  of  the  Sewage  Treatment  Plant.  A  Phase  IB  survey 
would  need  to  be  done  b^re  any  devdopment  occurs  in  order  to  fully  determine  potential  effect  on 
areas  of  high  archaeological  s«isitivity.  As  with  the  other  alternatives,  an  MOA  would  be  prepared. 
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4.9  Topography,  Geology  and  Soils 

Given  the  gently  sloping  relief  of  the  NWIRP  Calverton  fenced-in  area,  with  slopes  generally  under 
six  percent,  none  of  the  action  alternatives  would  significantly  afifert  existing  topography. 
ConstructicMi  of  the  ixoposed  uses  within  each  alternative  (e.g.,  industrial  busineM  complex,  airport, 
automobile  raceway,  senior  housing)  would  not  likely  require  extensive  regradmg,  excavatioi^  or 
filling  Because  none  of  the  iHX)posed  construction  projects  would  entail  deep  excavations,  no  direct 
impacts  to  geologic  resources  are  anticipated. 

With  respect  to  soils,  construction  elements  of  all  three  alternatives  generally  M  within  the  Haven- 
Riverhead  Association.  The  soils  of  this  association  are  typically  deep,  nearly  level  to  gently  sloping, 
and  well-drained  (Subchapter  3.9).  "  Development  as  proposed  in  the  alternatives  is  generally 
considered  compatible  with  the  soils  association,  because  of  its  good  dr^age  and  the  ease  of 
excavation.  In  places  where  there  may  be  a  high  water  table  or  where  soils  are  on  steep  slopes, 
construction  procedures  to  reduce  effects  on  groundwater  and  on  soils  would  need  to  be  implemented 
Although  these  site-^)edfic  issues  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  time  given  the  existing  conceptual  level 
of  the  ahanatives,  a  soil  erosion  and  sediment  control  plan  would  be  prepared  prior  to  construction 
to  address  these  issues.  The  plan  is  typically  designed  to  aeWeve  the  following  objectives: 

•  Minimize  potential  impacts  during  construction; 

•  Limit  work  areas  to  the  immediate  area  of  construction,  to  minimize  disruption  of 
adjacent  lands;  and 

•  Restore  and  rev^etate  adjacent  lands  as  quickly  as  possible  to  the  extent  practicable 
following  construction  of  a  particular  facility. 

The  Pine  Barrens  Plan  (Volume  1,  Chapter  5,  CPBJP&PC,  1995)  defines  a  set  of  standards  and 
guidelines  for  land  use  that  would  be  applicable  to  all  of  the  alternatives  -  the  lands  proposed  for 
development  for  each  alternative  are  within  Compatible  Growth  Area  of  the  Central  Pine  Barrens. 
Areas  of  the  site  to  be  cleared  would  need  to  comply  with  the  clearance  standards  that  include: 

•  Residential  uses  -  maximum  site  clearances  range  from  90  percent  for  10,000  sq  ft 
(930  sq  m)  on  0.25  acres  (0. 10  hectares)  (zoning  lot  size)  to  20  percent  for  160,000 
sq  ft  to  200,000  sq  ft  (14,880  sq  m  to  18,600  sq  m);  and 

•  Commercial,  imiustrial  and  other  or  mixed  uses  -  65  percent  maximum  site  clearance. 
Guidelines  for  soils  include: 

•  Maximize  placement  of  site  clearing  on  slopes  less  that  ten  percent; 
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Disposal  and  Reuse _ _ _ _ 

•  Prepare  slope  analysis  ni^)s  showing  slopes  in  the  ranges  zero  to  ten  percent,  and  Il¬ 
ls  percent,  and  15  percent  and  greater; 

•  Devdop  erosion  and  sedimoit  control  plans  for  areas  of  1 5  percent  or  greater  slopes; 

•  Design  roads  and  driveways  to  minimize  traversing  slopes  greater  than  ten  percent 
and  to  minimize  cuts  and  fills;  and 

•  Revise  details  of  retaining  walls  and  eioskm  control  structures  should  be  provided  for 
roads  and  driveways  that  traverse  slopes  greater  than  ten  percent. 

SuflFolk  County’sPine  Barrens  ReviewreommissionfreRC)  has  similar  guidelines  for  soils  (PBRC, 
1989). 
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4.10  Water  Quality  and  Hydrology 

4.10.1  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  (future  baseline  condition),  water  quality  and  hydrologic  resources 
would  not  be  advwsely  affected.  With  the  ate  vacant  and  the  fecility  closed,  the  ensting  Calverton 
STP  would  not  be  operating  therefore,  its  discharge  to  McKay  Lake  (and  then  to  the  Peconic  River) 
would  be  eliminated.  Additional  aormwater  would  not  be  produced,  nor  would  recharge  to  the 
underground  aquifers  be  affected,  because  there  would  be  no  change  in  the  amount  of  exiaing 
impervious  (e.g.,  buildings  and  paved  areas)  surface  a  the  site. 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  where  the  facility  is  retained  by  the  US  government  and  no  reuse  or 
redevelopment  occurs,  the  Navy’s  IR  Program  (Chapter  3.12),  designed  to  identify  contamination 
and  to  ingtitiitft  corrective  measures,  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and  completed. 
Consequently,  the  potential  for  future  contamination  of  surface  and  groundwater  from  the  30  acres 
(12  hectares)  of  IR-property  on  site  would  be  eliminated. 


4.10.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Surface  Water 

The  New  York  SPDES  program  (Environmental  Conservation  Law  (ECL),  Article  17,  Parts  750- 
757)  is  designed  to  control  industrial  waste  discharges,  sewage  discharges,  and  stormwater  discharges 
into  waters  of  New  York.  The  state  regulates  point  source  discharges  such  as  effluent  from  a  STP 
as  wdl  as  non-point  sources  such  as  stormwater  from  industrial  facilities  and  construction  sites.  In 
Suffolk  County,  the  SCDHS  has  permit  authority  for  this  program.  The  Reuse  Plan,  as  well  as  the 
other  alternatives,  would  be  subject  to  SPDES  regulations  for  the  control  of  stormwater  and  STP 
(existing  and  new)  discharges. 

Specific  impacts  of  the  Reuse  Plan  on  surface  waters  would  depend  on  site-specific  development 
within  each  of  the  major  land  use  categories  (e.g.,  industrial  business  park,  commercial  recreation 
area,  theme  park,  etc.).  Given  the  large  size  of  the  site,  the  20-year  time  frame  for  redevelopment, 
and  the  relativdy  small  amount  of  surface  waters  present,  existing  surface  water  features  would  not 
be  directly  affected  by  construction  operations  such  as  filling  or  elimination,  (i.e.,  existing  surface 
watw  features  would  be  incorporated  within  the  final  design  plans  of  the  Reuse  Plan).  Existing  on- 
ate  surfoce  water  features  and  the  Peconic  River,  located  just  outside  the  fenced-in  area  of  NWIRP 
Calverton,  are  displayed  in  Figure  3.10-1. 
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Stormwater 

Stormwater  runoff  is  that  part  of  precipitation  that  flows  over  the  surface  of  the  land.  In  natural 
conditions,  stormwater  normally  flows  to  lower  elevations  where  it  drains  to  streams,  rivers,  and 
other  suifece  water  bodies  or  is  rediarged  to  the  grxxindwater.  The  amount  of  rtormwater  in  an  area 
depoids  on  a  number  of  variaWes,  induding  v^etative  cover,  soils,  slope,  existing  drainage  systems, 
and  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  area.  Sources  of  contaminants  ^ansported  by  stormwater 
include  fertilizers,  pesticides,  by-products  of  urban  development  and  industrial  fac^ties  such  as 
sediment,  oils  and  grease,  improper  storage/disposal  of  toxics,  and  air-bome  contaminants. 

Constructi(Hi  activities  associated  with  development  of  the  Rwse  Plan  would  be  subject  to  the  state 
construction  site  general  permit  issued  under  the  SPDES  program.  Stormwater  poUution  prevention 
plans  (SWP3s),  induding  dements  addressing  sedimentation  basins,  would  need  to  be  prepared  prior 
to  a  formal  approval  for  general  permit  coverage.  The  SWP3s  would  need  to  include  applicable 
components  of  the  local  sediment  and  erosion  control  site  plan  standards,  site  permits,  stomwater 
managftmftnt  site  plans,  and  other  duly  adopted  regulations.  The  state  general  permit  requires  tto 
stormwater  flows  be  diverted  from  exposed  soils  and  that  runoflF  from  exposed  areas  be  limited  to 
the  degree  attainable.”  Such  practices  may  include  sediment  traps  and  sedimentation  basins.  Given 
the  scope  of  potential  redevelopment  at  NWIRP  Calverton,  it  is  likely  that  areas  often  acres  (four 
hectares)  or  more  would  be  disturbed;  therefore,  temporary  or  permanent  sediment  basins  that 
provide  at  least  3,600  cu  ft  (101  cu  m)  of  storage  per  acre  drained  would  need  to  be  pro^^ded  “where 
attainable”  until  final  site  stabilization. 

Construction  stormwater  management  controls  in  the  SWP3  must  conform  to  the  State  Guidelines 
for  New  Development  (Article  17,  Titles  7  and  8,  ECL).  Compliant  with  the  state  Erosion  and 
Sediment  Control  Guidelines  would  also  be  required.  These  guidelines  mandate  that  waters 
downstream  from  construction  areas  not  show  any  substantial  visible  contrast  to  upstream  reaches 
with  respect  to  color,  taste,  odor,  turbidity,  or  sediment  deposition. 

NWIRP  Calverton  has  a  general  stormwater  permit  for  runoff  from  the  existing  industrial  areas  that 
will  expire  in  1998.  For  the  continuation  of  similar  industrial  activities,  the  general  stormwater  permit 
would  need  to  be  maintained  and/or  modified.  For  new  industrial  uses  the  applicability  of  the  SPDES 
general  industrial  stormwater  permit  requirements  would  need  to  be  assessed  at  the  time  specific 
industrial  raises  are  identified.  All  industrial  stormwater  discharges  must  comply  with  state  water 
quality  standards  under  Article  17  of  the  ECL. 

The  Pine  Barrens  Conprehenave  Land  Use  Plan  (CPBJP&PC,  1995  [Volume  1,  Chapter  5])  defines 
a  standard  requiring  on-site  storage  capacity  for  stormwater  discharges; 

“Development  projects  must  provide  that  all  stormwater  originating 
from  the  development  of  the  property  is  recharged  on  site  unless 
surplus  capacity  exists  in  an  off  site  drainage  system.” 
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According  to  the  CPBJP&PC,  the  construction  of  large  excavated  recharge  basins  is  discouraged 
within  the  pine  barrens  area.  The  use  of  alternative  natural  recharge  areas  and/or  drainage  systems 
that  would  cause  less  disturbance  of  the  site  “may  be  encouraged”  per  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan. 
Alternatives  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  use  of  natural  swales  and  depressions  and/or  the 
’installadcm  of  perforated  pipe,  vertical  drains  or  dry  wells.  The  Pine  Barrens  Plan  recommends  that 
ponds  be  constructed  and  planted  to  create  shallow  marsh  habitat  to  filter  runoff  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable;  ponds  should  only  be  created  in  place  of  recharge  basins,  not  for  aesthetic 
purposes. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  potential  increase  in  impervious  surfaces  would  be  about  320  acres  (130 
hectares),  with  full  build-out  of  the  Reuse  Plan.  Presently,  there  are  about  477  acres  (193  hectares) 
of  impervious  surfece  on  the  2,923-acre  (1,184-hectare)  she.  In  order  to  accommodate  the  additional 
vdume  of  stormwater,  it  is  estimated  that  approximately  30  to  35  surface  acres  (12  to  14  hectares) 
of  additional  land  would  be  needed  for  stormwater  recharge  basins  of  five  ft  (1.5  m)  in  depth.  This 
represents  an  order  of  magnitude  estimate  only,  and  has  not  been  calculated  for  preliminary  site 
ftnginftfiring  purposes;  it  is  based  on  the  following  assumptions; 

•  Amount  and  type  of  development  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan; 

•  The  town  of  Riverhead’s  allowable  building  coverages  and  parking  requirements  as 
defined  in  its  existing  zoning  ordinance; 

•  Estimate  of  an  area-weighted  runoff  coefficient;  and 

•  The  town  requirements  for  estimating  recharge  basins  as  defined  in  the  Zoning 
Ordinance  (Chapter  108,  Article  XEtt,  108-60). 

STP  Surface  Water  Discharge 

The  existing  Calvwton  STP  is  permitted  to  discharge  treated  sanitary  and  process  wastewater  as  well 
as  non-contact  cooling  water  to  McKay  Lake  at  a  flow  capacity  of 62,000  gallons  (234,670  liters) 
per  day.  The  existing  permit  will  expire  on  in  February,  2000.  According  to  the  original  engineering 
report,  the  plant’s  treatment  capacity  could  be  increased  fourfold  with  the  addition  of  new  tankage 
(HR&A,  1996).  Because  of  the  estimated  wastewater  treatment  demands  of  the  Reuse  Plan 
(Subch^ter  4.7),  a  new  groundwater  dischar^ng  STP  is  ultimately  proposed  in  the  northern  area  of 
the  ate.  As  Hisnijwd  in  Subclupter  4.7.3,  it  is  estimated  that  at  full  build-out  of  this  alternative  there 
would  be  a  daily  maximum  of  approximately  386,110  gallons  (1.5  million  liters)  of  wastewater 
generated.  In  the  interim,  it  would  be  possible  to  operate  the  existing  STP,  with  a  modified  permit 
for  aity  proposed  volume  or  treatment-related  changes  necessary.  Continuing  operation  of  the  STP 
would  require  a  transfer  of  ownership  or  name  change,  which  is  also  considered  a  SPDES  permit 
modification.  A  change  in  the  type  of  wastestream  would  also  likely  necessitate  a  permit 
modification. 
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Groundwater 

The  Reuse  Plan  would  result  in  the  development  of  the  fenced-in  portion  of  the  site  on  both  sides  of 
the  groundwater  divide  (Figure  3.10-2).  Groundwater  in  the  shallow  aquifer  zones  beneath  the 
northern  buffer  zones  and  the  northern  half  of  the  fenced-in  area  flows  to  the  northeast,  probably 
dischar^g  to  Long  Island  Sound.  Shallow  aquifer  zone  groundwater  beneath  the  southern  half  of 
the  fenced-in  area  as  well  as  the  southern  buffer  zones  probably  discharges  into  the  Peconic  River  and 
its  associated  ponds  and  wetlands. 

The  industrial  business  park,  airport,  and  commercial  uses  have  the  potential  for  accidental  pollution 
of  groundwater  (and  surface  water)  or  endangerment  of  public  health.  These  uses  would  be  required 
to  prepare  Spill  Contingency  Plans.  In  general,  the  NYSDEC  requires  spill  plans  to  be  submitted  for 
review  and  approval  as  part  of  the  SPDES  permit  application. 

Nitrates  from  fertilizers  that  would  be  used  on  the  golf  course  of  the  Reuse  Plan  are  of  potential 
concern,  considering  that  groundwater  is  the  primaiy  source  of  drinking  water  in  the  vicinity  of 
NWIRP  Calverton.  Nitrates  have  been  associated  with  several  environmental  issues;  surface  water 
quality  (eutrophication)*  productivity,  acid  rain,  and  the  depletion  of  stratosphere  ozone.  Potential 
human  health  risks  associated  with  nitrates  include  birth  defects,  cancer,  nervous  system  impairments, 
and  the  blue  baby  syndrome  -  methemoglobinemia  (LIRPB,  1992).  The  consumption  of  nitrates 
reduces  the  oxygen-carrying  capacity  of  the  blood,  particularly  in  infants  less  than  three  months  old 
who  are  not  yet  on  solid  food.  There  have  been  however,  virtually  no  reports  of  methemoglobinemia 
in  the  US  in  recent  years.  The  USEPA  recommends  the  maximum  concentration  limit  of  ten  mg  of 
nitrate-N  per  liter,  or  ten  ppm,  in  drinking  water. 

Research  has  shown  the  occurrence  of  nitrate  leaching  when  excessive  amounts  of  nitrogen  have  been 
used,  highly  soluble  nitrogen  sources  are  used,  fertilizer  is  applied  in  a  dormant  or  semi-dormant 
period  of  plant  uptake,  and  excessive  irrigation  has  caused  greater  amounts  of  leaching  (LIRPB, 
1992).  Consequently,  the  causes  of  leaching  lend  themselves  to  being  controlled  by  best  management 
practices  (BMPs)  including: 

•  Applying  slow  release  nitrogen  sources; 

•  Reducing  the  total  yearly  amount  of  nitrogen  fertilizer  applied; 

•  Avoiding  fertilization  \rith  higher  amounts  of  soluble  nitrogen  in  cool,  wet  conditions; 

•  Using  grasses  with  low  nitrogen  requirements; 

•  Reducing  the  size  of  greens,  tees,  and  fairways; 

•  Using  an  irrigation  system  capable  of  replacing  only  the  amount  of  water  used  by  the 
grasses  and  other  vegetation  that  is  not  supplied  by  the  rainfall;  and 

•  Recycling  water  by  applying  it  back  to  the  turfgrass  surface  to  allow  chemicals  to  pass 
through  the  natural  biological  filter  of  the  soil  and  not  into  groundwater  (SCPD, 
1990). 
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The  Long  Island  Special  Groundwater  Protection  Area  (SGPA)  Plan  addresses  protective  measures 
for  Nassau  and  Suffolk  County,  including  the  Central  Suffolk  SGPA  within  which  NWIRP  Calverton 
is  located.  A  set  of  BMPs  is  identified  for  a  variety  of  land  uses.  All  development  that  would  occur 
as  part  of  the  R»ise  Plan  would  require  review  and  approval  by  Suffolk  County.  The  SGPA  Plan 
requires  that  new  land  uses  produce  no  net  increase  in  the  levels  of  polluting  constituents  in  the 
groundwater  supply.  The  SCffA  Plan  recommends  that  new  commercial  or  industrial  land  be  severely 
restricted  in  the  SGPAs.  However,  where  these  uses  exist  or  are  developed,  natural  areas  should  be 
retained. 

Similarly,  a  policy  contained  in  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  encourages  the  rezoning  of  vacant  industrial 
sites  within  the  Pine  Barrens  Zx)ne  (Core  Preservation  Area  arid  Compatible  Growth  Area)  to  less 
toensive/less  potentially  hazardous  uses,  and  concentrating  industrial  development  outside  the  Pine 
Barrens  boundaries. 

Peconic  Scenic  River  Corridor 

As  described  in  Subchapter  3.10.1,  a  portion  of  the  Peconic  River  scenic  corridor  traverses  the  site 
(Figure  3.10-1).  Pertinent  regulations  as  weU  as  the  Peconic  Estuary  Program’s  Comprehensive 
Conservation  and  Management  Plan  (CCMP)  recommend  setbacks  of 250  ft  (76  m)  for  new  buildings 
in  the  scenic  portion  of  the  Peconic  River.  Based  on  the  existing  scenic  corridor  boundary,  it  is 
pgtimatpd  that  iqjproximatdy  526  acres  (213  hectares)  of  land  within  the  fence  of  NWIRP  Calverton 
(and  Compatible  Growth  Area  of  the  pine  barrens)  would  be  restricted  fi'om  development.  The  land 
uses  that  are  crossed  by  the  scenic  corridor  in  the  Reuse  Plan  include  the  GA/cargo  airport, 
comnninity  park,  industrial  business  park  (and  associated  parklands),  golf  course,  natural  area,  theme 
attraction  area,  and  Pii»  Barrens  Core  Prwervation  Area.  Therefore,  with  the  present  scenic  corridor 
boundary,  these  uses  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  inconsistent  wth  the  regulations  and  could  not  be 
developed. 

That  portion  of  the  Peconic  River  Scenic  Corridor  on  NWIRP  Calverton  was  specifically  discussed 
in  the  Findings  Statement  for  the  Central  Pine  Barrens  Plan.  Essentially,  it  was  stated  that  the  Pine 
Barrens  Commission  (CPBJP&PC)  would  support  and  recommend  that  the  northerly  boundary  of 
the  scenic  river  area  (Figure  3.10-1)  within  the  Compatible  Growth  Area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  be 
moved  to  a  point  coterminous  with  the  Core  Preservation  Area  boundary  line,  under  the  following 
conditions; 


•  adherence  to  the  pine  barrens  standards  and  guidelines  through  adoption  of  a  planned 
development  district  (PDD)  or,  in  other  words,  a  planned  unit  development  (PUD) 
that  is  consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan;  and 

•  incorporation  of  plans  for  wastewater  treatment  plant  infrastructure  improvements  for 
the  Calverton  STP. 
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If  these  were  met,  the  scemc  corridor  could  be  rdocated  outside  the  fenced-in  area,  south 

of  Swan  Pond/Gfuimnan  Boulevard  where  development  would  occur,  and  would  thwefore  pose  iio 
restriction  to  Reuse  Plan  implementation.  The  Reuse  Plan  compUes  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  in 
general.  However,  it  does  not  address  infrastructure  in^rovcments  to  the  Calverton  STP  but 
proposes  the  development  of  a  new  STP  in  the  future.  If  the  scenic  corridor  boundary  did  not  change, 
redevelopment  of  the  site  as  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  restricted  on  those  lands  within 

the  corridor. 

Regulations  of  the  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Systems  Act  (Title  27,  Article  15, 
Environmental  Conservation  Law)  do  provide  for  variances  under  certain  conditions: 

•  for  use  variances  where  tho'e  is  an  unnecessary  hardship  on  the  applicant; 

•  for  area  variances  where  the  area  or  dimensional  provisions  would  cause  practical 
difBculty;  and 

•  \riiere  applicants  are  state  agencies  or  municipal  corporations,  the  variance  must  fulfill . 
a  public  health,  safety  or  welfare  function  while  remaining  as  environmentally 
protective  of  river  values  as  the  regulations  themselves  (Part  666.2(e)). 

The  town  of  Riverhead  and/or  its  CDA  would  qualify  as  an  applicant  to  whom  a  variance  could  be 
granted  if  the  other  requirements  (compliance  with  pine  barrens  standards  and  improvements  to  the 
Calverton  STP)  were  fulfilled. 

Regulations  (Part  666)  pursuant  to  the  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Systems  Act  (ECL  Title 
27,  Article  1 5)  address  the  water  quality  issues: 

•  New  disdiarges  from  point  sources  (like  the  Calverton  and  Riverhead  STPs)  are  not 
allowed  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  discharge  will  not  have  a  detrimental  impact  on 
river  area  resources; 

•  Existing  point  source  discharges  are  to  be  minimized  or  eliminated; 

•  Stormwater  runoff  from  a  new  development  will  not  exceed  pre-developmental 
(natural)  conditions.  Stormwater  runoff  must  be  managed  to  the  extent  practicable 
within  each  newly  created  lot.  Development  plans  must  provide  for  control  of  the 
first  ‘A-inch  of  runoff  from  all  disturbed  and  otherwise  developed  areas. 
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Peconic  Estuary  Program 

McKay  t  is  the  existing  discharge  location  for  the  Calverton  STP .  As  discussed  in  Subchapter 
4.7,  the  Reuse  Plan  would  generate  sanitary  waste  discharge  well  above  the  existing  STP  capacity 
of 65,000  gallons  (246,025  liters)  per  day.  Consequently,  an  expanded  treatment  fecility  or  a  new 
treatment  facility  would  need  to  be  constructed.  As  described  in  Subchapter  2.3.7, 18  acres  (seven 
hectares)  of  land  would  be  allocated  to  a  new  STP. 

The  Calverton  STP  (and  Brookhaven  National  Lab  STP)  have  been  identified  as  contributors  of 
nutrients  to  the  Peconic  Estuary  by  the  Peconic  Estuary  Program  (PEP)  CCMP.  The  Calverton  SIP 
is  of  particular  concern  because  of  its  direct  discharge  into  the  environmentally  sensitive  Peconic 
River  (SCDHS,  1995).  The  CCMP  recommended  that  no  net  increase  in  the  quantity  of  nitrogen 
discharged  to  surfice  waters  be  allowed  fi^om  the  Calverton  STP.  The  CCMP  recommended  that  the 
permit  be  modified  to  include  nitrogen  limits  and  subsequent  monitoring  requirements.  Although 
nitrogen  itsdf  does  not  directly  impair  the  Peconic  Estuary  environment,  excess  nitrogen  can  lead  to 
excessive  algal  blooms  in  the  Peconic  Estuary’  this  in  turn  lowers  dissolved  oxygen  levels  resulting 
in  adverse  effects  on  water  quality  and  biota  (SCDHS,  1995).  According  to  the  CCMP,  NYSDEC 
would  be  seeking  agreements  fi-om  operators  of  the  STPs  for  defining  nitrogen  limits  and  effluent 
monitoring. 

The  most  agnificant  of  all  controllable  nitrogen  loadings  in  terms  of  impact  on  the  Peconic  estuary 
system  is  the  Riveibead  STP,  due  to  the  discharge’s  concentrated  nature  and  the  STP’s  location  near 
the  mouth  of  the  Peccmic  River,  a  poorly-flushed  area  of  the  estuary  (SCDHS,  1995).  Based  on  the 
modeling  done  for  the  PEP  CCMP,  improvements  in  wastewater  treatment  and  disposal  at  the 
Riverhead  STP  would  result  in  achieving  the  total  nitrogen  standard  of  0.5  mg/1  throughout  the  tidal 
areas  of  the  estuary.  The  Town  of  Riverhead  has  voluntarily  committed  to  a  fi-eeze  in  additional 
nitrogen  loading  fi-om  its  STP  and  has  implemented  a  fee  for  new  sewer  hook-ups  to  fund 
denitrification  upgrades.  According  to  the  CCMP,  the  improvements  for  the  Riverhead  STP  could 
include  any  of  the  follo\^g: 

•  A  groundwater  discharge  (containing  10  mg/1  total  nitrogen); 

•  A  relocated  surface  water  discharge  (to  central  or  eastern  Flanders  Bay);  or 

•  A  surface  water  discharge  at  the  existing  discharge  location  with  an  effluent  limitation 
of  4  mg/1  total  nitrogen. 

The  PEP  CCMP  fiirther  recommends  that  new  groundwater-dischar^g  STPs  be  avoided  in  the 
Peconic  River  area.  New  groundwater-dischargjng  plants  should  be  considered  only  under  these 
circumstances: 


•  If  best  available  denitrification  technology  is  used; 

•  If  the  project  is  associated  with  significant  natural  resources,  and/or  surface  water 
quality  benefits;  and 
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•  If  additional  analysis  shows  that  impacts  on  the  Peconic  River  would  be  negligible. 

BTC  AMP,  a  study  preceding  the  working  draft  CCMP  that  addressed  brown  tides  in  the  Pecomc 
estuary,  recommended  that  groundwater  recharge  semed  to  be  the  most  doable  ^tMuative  for  the 
Riverh^  STP  fiwn  a  natural  resources  and  sur&ce  water  quality  perspective.  TWs  recharge  would 
allow  additional  filtration  of  effluent  through  soil  and  elimination  of  the  potential  of  surface  water 
contamination  during  upset  conditions  (SCDHS,  1995). 

The  Final  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan  (Subchapters  3. 1  and  4. 1)  also  addresses  the 
issue  of  wastewater  discharges  (Volume  1,  Chapter  5  of  the  Land  Use  Plan).  In  the  Comp^ible 
Growth  Area,  where  redevelopment  would  occur  as  part  of  the  Reuse  Plan,  STP  discharges  shall 
be  outside  and  downgradient  of  the  Central  Pine  Barrens...where  deemed  practical”  and  approved 
denitrificaticm  systems  “may  be  used  in  li«i  of  a  sewage  treatment  plant.”  The  proposed  location  of 
the  new  STP  is  within  the  Compatible  Growth  Area  of  the  Pine  Barrens.  Based  on  the  location  of 
the  groundwater  divide,  flow  from  the  STP  discharge  would  be  to  the  north,  away  from  the  Pine 
Barrens  and  toward  the  Long  Island  Sound. 


4.10.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Specific  impacts  of  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  akemative  on  surface  waters  would  depend  on  site- 
^)ecific  devdopment  within  each  of  the  major  land  use  categories  as  discussed  in  Subchapter  4.10.2 
for  the  Reuse  Plan.  Development  would  be  designed  to  meet  all  surface  water  regulations  of  the 
Town  of  Riverhead,  the  County  of  Suffolk,  and  NYSDEC  for  water  quality,  industrial  waste 
discharges,  sewage  discharges,  and  stormwater. 

Surface  Water 

Like  the  Reuse  Plan,  this  alternative  would  be  subject  to  all  applicable  regulations  of  the  SPDES 
program  administered  by  Suffolk  County  for  construction  and  for  industrial  stormwater  discharges. 

With  complete  build-out  of  this  alterrrative,  the  estimated  potential  increase  in  impervious  surfaces 
would  be  about  250  acres  (101  hectares)  (Subchapter  4. 1 .3).  Using  the  same  estimation  method  and 
similar  assumptions  as  for  the  Reuse  Plan,  it  is  estimated  that  the  total  area  on  site  needed  for 
additional  recharge  basins  would  be  approximately  20  to  25  acres  (eight  to^  ten  hectares).  This 
estimate  assumes  that  the  present  on-site  drainage  capacity  is  needed  for  the  existing  477  acres  (193 
hectares)  of  impervious  surface. 

The  standards  and  guidelines  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  concerning  stormwater  discharges  and  recharge 
basins,  as  discussed  in  Subchapter  4. 10.2  for  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  applicable  in  the  same  way  to 
this  alternative. 
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The  requirements  of  the  SPDES  i»^ogram  admiiusto'ed  by  Suffolk  County  for  point  source  discharges 
fitxn  the  existing  and  newly  jxx^sed  STPs  would  also  be  iq^licable  to  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway 
Aheroative.  As  rfiariiMflH  in  Subchapter  4.7.3,  it  is  estimat^  that  at  full  build-out  of  this  alternative 
there  would  be  a  daily  maximum  of  iqpproximately  562,600  gallons  (rounded)  (2. 1  milhon  liters)  of 
-wastewater  generated. 

Groundwater 

Because  many  of  the  land  uses  are  similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan  (including  the  industrial  business  park, 
theme  park,  commerdal  recreation  area,  golf  course,  and  infrastructure  [STP]),  issues  concerning 
potential  groundwater  effects  would  be  similar.  The  automobile  raceway  and  its  ancillary  uses,  like 
other  uses  on  site  (and  the  GA/cargo  airport  use  in  the  Rmse  Plan),  would  be  required  to 

prepare  a  spill  plan  for  review  and  approval  by  NYSDEC. 

The  standards  and  guidelines  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  concerning  groundwater  as  discussed  in 
Subchapter  4. 10.2  for  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  applicable  in  the  same  way  to  this  alternative.  BMPs 
idaitified  in  the  Long  Island  S(a>A  Plan  would  be  also  applicable;  likewise,  protective  measures  and 
policies  defined  in  the  SGPA  plan  would  require  compliance. 

Peconic  River  Scenic  Corridor 

The  Pecoiuc  Wver  scenic  cwridor  would  traverse  (from  east  to  west)  the  following  land  uses  in  this 
alternative  -  automol^e  raceway,  commumty  park,  industrial  business  park,  golf  course,  natural  area, 
theme  attractions,  and  Pine  Barrens  Core  Preservation  Area,  ^proximately  526  acres  (213  hectares) 
of  land  within  the  fence  would  be  restricted  from  development  (Figure  3. 10-1).  As  discussed  in 
Subch^er  4. 10.2,  unless  the  scenic  corridor  were  to  be  relocated,  reuse  of  those  lands  as  proposed 
in  this  dtemative  within  the  corridor  boundaries  would  be  severely  limited 

Peconic  Estuary  Program 

The  lyifiAtnmftnHatinns  of  the  PEP  CCMP  as  discussed  in  Subchapter  4. 10.2  would  be  applicable  to 
the  CalvertcHi  Enterprise  Paik/Raceway  alternative  in  the  same  way  as  for  the  Reuse  Plan.  Most  land 
uses  are  similar  to  the  Reuse  Plan;  the  raceway  replaces  the  GA/cargo  airport  in  the  same  on-site 
location  (Figure  2-4).  A  new  STP  is  proposed  as  part  of  this  alternative  and  it  would  need  to  comply 
with  the  recommended  actions  of  the  CCMP.  The  STP  and  its  discharge  are  proposed  in  the  same 
location  as  the  Reuse  Plan  -  within  the  Compatible  Growth  Area  of  the  Pine  Barrens  with  a  discharge 
flowing  to  the  north,  away  from  the  pine  barrens. 
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4.10.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

T  ■?!»»■  the  other  two  build  ahematives,  specific  in:^>acts  office  Peconic  Village  on  surface  waters  would 
dq)end  mi  site-q)edfic  devdopment  within  each  of  the  m^or  land  use  categories.  As  with  the  other 
alternatives,  development  would  be  designed  to  meet  all  sur&ce  water  regulations  of  the  Town  of 
Riverhead,  the  County  of  Suffolk,  and  NYSDEC  for  water  quality,  industrial  waste  discharges, 
sewage  discharges,  and  stormwater. 

Surface  Water 

Assunm^  full  devdopment  of  tins  akemative,  the  estimated  potential  increase  in  impervious  surfaces 
would  be  about  260  acres  (105  hectares)  (Subchapter  4. 1 .4).  Using  the  s^  estimation  method  as 
for  the  R^se  Plan  and  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  and  similar  assumptions,  the  total 
area  on  site  needed  for  recharge  basins  would  be  approximately  25  acres  to  30  acres  (10  to  12 
hectares). 

The  standards  and  guidelines  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  conc«ning  stormwater  discharges  and  recharge 
basins,  that  are  discussed  in  Subchapter  4.10.2  for  the  Reuse  Plan  (and  Subchapter  4.10.3  for  the 
Enterprise  Park/Raceway  alternative)  would  be  applicable  in  the  same  way  to  the  Peconic  Village 
Alternative. 

All  applicable  SPDES  regulations  for  construction  and  industrial  stormwater  discharges  as  well  as 
for  the  existing  and  newly  proposed  STP  would  require  compliance  with  implementation  of  this 
alternative.  As  discussed  in  Subchapter  4.7.3,  it  is  estimated  that  at  full  build-out  of  this  alternative 
there  would  be  a  daily  maximum  of  approximately  378,400  gallons  (rounded)  (1.4  million  liters)  of 
wastewater  generated. 

Groundwater 

Senior  hou^g  of  the  Peconic  Village  is  the  major  difference  in  land  use  fi-om  the  other  two 
ahematives;  mMeover,  the  following  uses  do  not  exist  in  this  akemative  -  GA/cargo  airport,  raceway, 
theme  park,  aixl  commwcial  recreation  area.  However,  because  the  industrial  park  rem^s  (as  well 
as  commercial  uses,  golf  course(s),  and  infrastructure  [STP]),  the  potential  for  impacts  to  the 
groundwater  would  exist.  The  industrial  business  park  (and  its  variety  of  individual  uses)  would  be 
required  to  prepare  spill  plan(s)  for  review  and  approval  by  NYSDEC. 

The  standards  and  guidelines  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  concerning  groundwater  as  discuss^  in 
Subchapter  4.10.2  for  the  Reuse  Plan  (and  4.10.3  for  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative), 
would  be  applicable  to  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative.  BMPs  identified  in  the  Long  Island  SGPA 
Plan  would  be  applicable;  protective  measures  and  policies  defined  in  the  SGPA  Plan  would  also 
require  compliance. 
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Peconic  River  Scenic  Corridor 

The  Peconic  River  scenic  corridor  would  traverse  (from  east  to  west)  the  following  laiid  uses  in  the 
Peconic  Village;  senior  houang,  public  golf  course,  open  space/natural  area,  comnrercial,  industrial 
buaness  park,  senior  houang,  private  golf  course,  open  space/natural  area,  and  pine  barrens  core 
area.  About  526  acres  (213  hectares)  of  land  would  be  restricted  from  development  on  ate  (Figure 
3.10-1).  As  discussed  in  Subchapter  4.10.2,  the  scenic  corridor  on  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be 
considered  for  relocation  to  the  area  outside  of  where  development  would  occur  as  part  of  this 
alternative  provided  that:  1)  certain  infrastructure  inqrrovements  to  the  Calverton  STP  Md  2) 
adherence  to  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  standards  and  guidelines  were  met  via  a  new  zoning  ordinance 
to  be  enacted  by  Riverhead.  Unless  such  actions  were  to  be  taken  in  the  future  by  the  Town  of 
Riverhead,  the  scenic  corridor  would  severely  limit  devdopment  opportunities  on-rite. 

Peconic  Estuary  Program 

The  recommendations  of  the  PEP  CCMP  as  discussed  in  Subchapter  4. 10.2  for  the  Reuse  Plan  (arid 
Subch^a-  4. 10.3  fix  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative)  would  be  applicable  to  the  Peconic 
Village  Akemative.  A  new  STP  is  proposed  as  part  of  this  alternative  (Figure  2-5)  and  it  would  need 
to  COTiirfy  wth  the  recommendations  and  actions  of  the  CCMP.  The  STP  is  proposed  for  the  s^e 
location  as  in  the  Reuse  Plan  and  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  -  in  the  Compatible 
Growth  Area  of  the  Pine  Barrens  and  with  a  discharge  flowing  away  from  the  Pine  Barrens. 

The  SGPA  Plan  outlines  a  set  of  BMPs  for  the  residential  uses  that  are  the  primary  land  use  in  this 
alternative.  In  areas  that  are  already  cleared  and  would  likely  require  new  landscaping,  the  amount 
of  fertilizer,  watering,  and  overall  use  of  the  grassed  areas  is  to  be  controlled.  Turf  management  is 
recommokled  to  include  increased  use  of  fescue  varieties  of  grass  that  require  less  irrigation  and  less 
fertilizer. 
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4.11  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

For  the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  the  terestrial  enwonmeot  includes  vegetation,  wetlands,  and  threatened 
and  endangered  species  concerns  for  lands  within  the  fenced  area  at  NWIRP  Calverton. 


4.11.1  No  Action  Alternative 
Vegetation 

The  nuyor  impacts  to  the  v^etative  communities  within  the  fenced  area  of  NWIRP  Cdverton  as  a 
result  of  the  no  action  alternative  would  primarily  be  in  the  maintained  and  semi-maintained 
management  areas.  These  areas  would  no  longer  be  maintained  due  to  the  lack  of  personnel  on  site 
and  would  soon  become  successional  old  fields,  with  the  encroachment  of  woody  vegetation 
gradually  resulting  in  a  loss  of  grassland  habitat. 

Naturally-introduced  fire  is  required  to  maintain  pine  and  pine/oak  communities.  However,  while 
NWIRP  Calverton  was  an  active  facility,  naturally-introduced  fires  were  retarded  on  site.  Under  a 
no  action  alternative,  unless  forest  fires  are  quickly  identified  and  surrounding  fire  departments 
respond  promptly,  naturally-introduced  fires  in  the  unimproved  areas  may  increase  in  their  intensity 
and  duration. 

There  would  be  no  impact  to  the  buffer  zone  areas  under  the  no  action  alternative. 

Wetlands 

No  impacts  to  on-site  wetlands  would  occur  under  the  no  action  alternative. 

WOdlifc 

Under  the  no  action  alternative  the  continued  overpopulation  of  animals,  primarily  deer,  and 
associated  problems  (e.g.,  over-graring,  limited  genetic  exchange)  would  persist  within  NWIRP 
Calverton.  The  deer  population  is  currently  trapped  within  the  NWIRP  facility  by  12-ft  (3.7-m) 
fences,  which  are  too  high  for  deer  to  jump  over.  No  natural  predators  live  within  the  fenced  area, 
and  there  is  only  limited  recreational  hunting  to  cull  the  herd.  Unless  a  deer  management  program 
is  developed  and  implemented,  the  deer  population  will  continue  to  increase,  resulting  in  over-grazing 
of  the  vegetation  and  an  eventual  population  crash  due  to  limited  food  resources.  Management  of 
the  deer  ha-d  would  keep  overpopulation,  over-graang,  and  disease  to  a  minimum;  however,  no  such 
program  is  proposed  as  part  of  the  Reuse  Plan. 
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Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

No  impacts  to  protected  species  identified  on  ate  would  occur  under  a  no  action  alternative. 


4.11.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

It  is  that  the  Reuse  Plan  would  require  an  additional  320  acres  (130  hectares)  of  new 

building/paved  area  for  a  total  of  797  acres  (323  hectares)  of  developed  land.  The  majority  of 
devetopment  is  planned  in  the  industrial  core  of  NWIRP  Calverton,  where  most  of  the  vegetation  is 
considered  to  be  improved  (i.e.,  grass).  However,  the  Reuse  Plan  would  substantially  increase  land 
use  at:  1)  the  area  norfiiwest  of  runway  5-23,  whidi  would  be  used  for  a  theme  park;  2)  the  area 
between  nmway  5-23  and  the  industrial  area,  wtoch  would  be  used  for  a  golf  course;  and  3)  the  areas 
northeast  of  runway  14-32,  \duch  would  be  used  for  commercial  rcCTeation  (Figure  2-3).  The  extern 
end  of  NWIRP  Calvwton  would  be  used  for  aviation;  however,  most  support  facilities  for  the  airfield 
would  be  located  in  the  industrial  business  core. 

Vegetation 

The  improved  and  semi-improved  vegetation  within  the  fenced  area  comprises  856  acres  (347 
hectares)  (Table  3.1 1-1).  The  uninq)roved  area  within  the  fence  contains  1,590  acres  (643  hectares), 
of  which  1,562  acres  (632  hectares)  is  forested  and  28  acres  (11  hectares)  consists  of  water  and 
wetland  areas. 

Vegetation  impacts  would  result  from  the  removal  or  clearing  of  vegetation  for  development.  The 
largest  impact  to  unimproved  lands  would  be  fi'om  the  41 5-acre  (168-hectare)  theme  park  attractions 
area  in  the  western  side  of  the  site,  approximately  half  of  which  is  covered  by  either  hardwood-pine 
forest  or  pine  plantation.  The  second  largest  impact  would  be  fi-om  the  proposed  160-acre  (65- 
hectare)  public  golf  course,  to  be  located  on  land  that  is  presently  covered  by  hardwood-pme 
vegetation.  The  third  largest  impact  to  forest  communities  would  be  in  the  proposed  commercial 
recreation  area,  103  acres  (42  hectares)  currently  dominated  by  hardwood-pine  forest,  with  sections 
of  pine  plantation,  old  field/scrub  and  grass.  The  remaining  land  use  components  of  the  Reuse  Plan 
would  have  less  significant  impacts  because  they  do  not  involve  forested  land  within  the  fence,  but 
would  nonetheless  disturb  existing  plant  communities. 

Three  conservation  areas  totaling  580  acres  (235  hectares)  are  identified  in  the  Reuse  Plan.  These 
areas  indude  the  Pine  Barrens  Core  Area  (438  acres  [177  hectares]),  McKay  Lake  West,  (137  acres 
[52  hectares])  and  a  natural  area  of  27  acres  (1 1  hectares)  that  would  not  be  impacted  by  the 
proposed  development. 


Impacts 


4.11-2 


Terrestrial  Enviixmment 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Wetlands 

Seven  distinct  wetland  areas  are  located  within  the  main  devdopment  footprint  of  the  R^se  Plan, 
between  the  two  runways  (Wetlands  4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10,  and  27  on  Figure  3.1 1-2).  Together  they  cover 
approximately  16.8  acres  (6.8  hectares)  of  the  33.4  acres  (13.5  hectares)  of  wetlands  located  within 
the  fenced  area.  In  addition,  two  wetlands  (Wetlands  2  and  3)  are  located  in  the  northeastern  comer 
of  tlie  she,  in  the  vidnity  of  the  proposed  27-acre  (1 1-hectare)  natural  area.  McKay  Lake  (wetland 
9)  is  located  on  the  southern  edge  of  the  ate,  outside  the  development  footprint. 

Wetlands  could  be  potentially  impacted  by  future  development,  depending  on  the  ultimate  site 
configuration.  All  disturbances  to  regulat^  wetlands  would  require  a  permit  fi-om  the  US  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  and  NYSDEC  approval  on  wdlands  that  have  an  area  of  at  least  12.4 
acres  (5  hectares),  w  smallo*  if  they  have  unusual  local  importance.  Although  all  potentially  impacted 
wetlands  are  less  than  12.4  acres  (five  hectares),  NYSDEC  has  jurisdiction  over  four  of  the  seven 
wetlands  within  the  core  area  (Wetlands  4, 5, 6,  and  8)  and  the  two  wetlands  (2  and  3)  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  natural  area.  Therefore,  coordination  Avith  both  NYSDEC  and  the  COE  is 
anticipated. 

Wetland  permit  applications  would  require,  at  a  minimum,  an  alternatives  analysis;  mitigation  plan; 
in^)act  analysis;  a  surveyed  wetland  boundary;  and  a  stormwater  management  analysis.  In  connection 
with  the  akematives  analysis,  HieMcfnorcincbdnt  of  Agreement  Between  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  Department  of  the  Army  Concerning  the  Determination  of  Mitigation  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act  Section  404  (b)(1)  Guidelines  emphasizes: 

•  Avoidance  -  avoid  potential  impacts  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable; 

•  Minimiyatinn  -  take  appropriate  and  practicable  steps  to  minimize  the  adverse  impacts 
(e.g.,  limit  the  anticipate  impact  to  an  area  of  the  wetland  with  lesser  value  than 
other  areas,  or  reduce  the  actual  size  of  the  impacted  area);  and 

•  rr>ftip«^«Mtr>rv  Mitipatinn  -  take  qjpropriate  and  practicable  compensatory  mitigation 
action  for  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  which  remain  after  all  appropriate  and 
practicable  minimization  has  been  required  (created  a  new  wetland  area,  restore 
existing  degraded  wetland,  or  enhance  low  value  wetland  into  improved  wetland). 

Proposed  projects  impacting  wetlands  would  have  to  obtain  a  Section  404  pemut. 

Wildlife 

NWIRP  Calverton  fiidlity  has  a  total  of 2,446  acres  (990  hectares)  of  potential  wildlife  habitat  within 
the  fenced  area  (Myos  and  Gaflfiiey,  1989).  The  amount  of  vegetation  lost  directly  correlates  to  the 
amount  of  habitat  lost  to  mammal,  bird,  fish,  amphibian  and  insect  populations.  The  surrounding 
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woodland  and  grassland  communities  can  potentially  absorb  some  of  the  additional  vacatmg 
population,  but  the  deer  populatioo  within  the  fenced  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  already  estimated 
to  be  greater  than  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  land  (Myers  and  Gaflfoey,  1989).  There  would  also  be 
a  loss  of  some  species  of  wildlife  (e.g.,  rabbits,  squirrels,  opossums)  due  to  road  crossmg  and  a 
limited  ability  to  move  during  construction  phases. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

In  order  to  protect  rare  plants,  rare  animals,  and  sigraficant  natural  communities,  the  specific  locations 
of  site-identified  species  are  not  included  in  this  report,  as  requested  by  the  NY  Natural  Hentage 
Program.  The  disclosure  of  specific  location  information  could  further  endanger  the  continued 
exist«»cc  of  these  spedes.  - 

A  total  of  SK  NYS-Usted  threatened  and  endangered  species  (three  animd,  three  plant)  have  been 
found  at  ^  locations  within  the  fen''“d  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  (as  described  in  Subchapter  3.11). 
Four  of  these  locations  are  in  the  Fine  Barrens  Core  Area  and  would  not  be  directly  impacted  by 
development.  One  of  the  remaining  two  locations,  where  only  the  tiger  salamander  was  found,  is 
within  the  natural  area/open  space  in  the  areas  planned  for  a  community  park.  The  last  location, 
who’e  the  qwtted  salamander  (special  concern  species),  tiger  salamander,  and  Nuttall  s  lobelia  were 
found,  is  in  the  northeast  portion  of  the  site,  where  commercial  and  recreational  uses  are  planned 
around  a  natural  area.  The  ultimate  recipient  of  the  property  would  have  to  consult  wth  the 
NYSDEC  regarding  locations  for  any  significant  construction  activity  potentially  affecting  the 

habitats. 


4.11.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  overall  acreage  of  development  was  calculated  to  be  1,924  acres  (779  hectares)  for  this 
alternative,  sUghtly  less  than  the  2,039  acres  (825  hectares)  calculated  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise 
Park  Reuse  Plan.  The  major  difference  between  the  plans  is  land  use.  Instead  of  using  the  eastern 
area  for  aviation  and  aircraft  use,  this  plan  utilizes  that  area,  as  well  as  portions  of  the  industrial 
business  park  area,  to  accommodate  a  motor  racing  complex  for  both  road  racing  and  drag  racing 
events.  The  raceway  would  include  fencing,  removable  concrete  barriers,  tire  walls,  and  semi¬ 
permanent  bleachers,  probably  resulting  in  a  greater  impact  to  the  surrounding  habitat  than  the 
aviation  alternative.  The  remaining  impacts  from  this  alternative,  including  the  impacts  from  the 
theme  park,  golf  course,  and  the  commercial  recreation  are  similar  to  those  discussed  for  the 
Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan. 
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Vegetation 

The  vegetation  impacts  for  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  Raise  Plan.  The  raceway 
alternative  would  result  in  the  loss  of  45  acres  (18  hectares)  of  natural  area  for  use  as  an  industrial 
park.  The  natural  area  is  dominated  by  hardwood-pine  forest,  which  would  be  imnflrtfd  by 
devdopment. 

Wetlands 

The  same  wetland  areas  described  for  the  Reuse  Plan  are  located  within  the  core  area  of  this 
ahanadve.  The  45-a<3’e  (18-hectare)  industrial  park  recreation  area  would  have  a  greater  impact  on 
the  2.2-acre  (0.9-hectiffe)  weUand  present  (Wetland  4),  than  the  Reuse  Plan.  As  discussed  in 
subchapter  4.11 .2,  all  disturbances  to  wetlands  would  require  a  permit  from  the  COE. 

WUdUfe 

The  habitat  loss  impacts  would  be  simUar  to  those  of  the  Reuse  Plan,  with  the  loss  of  an  additional 
45  Mres  (18  hectares)  from  the  center  of  the  development  and  less  habitat  loss  in  the  southeastern 
region.  The  natural  area  in  the  center  of  the  development  would  provide  an  “island”  of  habitat  for 
wildlife,  as  the  center  of  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  would  be  developed. 

Noise  from  the  six  major  racing  events  each  year  would  likely  disturb  some  on-site  species  on  a 
temporary  basis. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

This  alternative  would  have  the  similar  impacts  on  state-listed  threatened  and  endangered  species  as 
would  the  Reuse  Plan  (Subch^ter  4. 1 1 .2).  The  ultimate  recipient  of  the  property  would  have  to 
consult  with  the  NYSDEC  regarding  locations  for  any  significant  construction  activity  potentially 
affecting  the  habitats. 


4.11.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

In  this  ahemative,  the  commercial,  recreation/raceway,  and  theme  park  acreage  of  the  preyious  two 
altematiyes  would  be  eUminated  to  facilitate  both  housing  and  two  golf  courses.  The  acreage  of 
devdopment  was  calculated  to  be  1,495  acres  (605  hectares),  which  is  less  than  the  1,924  acres  (779 
hectares)  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  /Raceway  Alternative  and  the  2,039  acres  (825  hectares) 
calculated  for  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan. 
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Vegetation 

T,«,>ve^fb».pH«ofdeve.opn^dW^ 

the  fore*,  in  the  northeastern  section  of  the  the  areas  near 

of  open  space/natural  area  would  be  present  throughout  the  a  e. 

Wetlands 

The  same  seven  weUand  weO^ 

would  be  potentially  impacted  W  a  larger  natural  area  is 

permit  from  the  COE. 

WUdlife 

A  higher  proportion  of  land  in  this 

hardwood-pine  forest  in  the  northeast  oft^  si  e.  «,oilv  between  areas.  Many  of  the  open 

areas  would  be  left,  which  could  allow  wil  ^ould  probably  be  associated  with 

areas,  however,  are  located  ne^  roadways,  so  ^  altermtive  would  be  sUghtly  less  than  the 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

This  ahemative  would  potentially  im^  one  concern  species), 

habitats. 
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Under  the  no  action  alternative  (Chapter  2.5)  the  US  Government  would  retain  ownership  of  NWIRP 
Calverton  in  a  caretaker  status.  The  Navy  would  continue  to  provide  for  cleanup  of  contaminated 
sites  as  identified  in  the  EBS  (US  Navy,  October  1995)  and  the  Phase  11  Field  Sampling  Plan  (US 
Navy,  1996).  Use  of  hazardous  materials  would  cease,  the  exc^on  of  m^tenance  operations, 
due  to  the  cessation  of  all  mission-related  activities. 

As  part  of  the  closure  activities  for  NWIRP  Calverton,  the  Navy  is  obligated  to  comply  with  DoD 
Demise  Environnjaital  Security  Coundl  policies  for  radon  (May  6, 1994),  lead-based  paint  (May  10, 
1994),  and  asbestos-containing  material  (ACM)  (May  10, 1994).  These  policies  provide  guidance 
for  addres^g  radon,  lead-based  paint,  and  asbestos-containing  material  at  installations  before  their 
demolition,  transfer,  or  disposal,  as  follows: 

Radon;  DoD  policy  is  to  ensure  that  any  available  and  relevant  radon  assessment  data 
pertaining  to  property  being  transferred  is  included  in  property  transfer  documents.  No  radon 
assessment  and  mitigation  is  to  be  performed  prior  to  transfer  unless  required  by  applicable 
law. 

Lead-based  paint;  DoD  policies  on  lead-based  paint  differ  depending  upon  the  date  of  the 
property  transfer  and  the  date  of  construction  of  the  residential  housing  being  transferred. 
Target  houang  constructed  after  1960  and  before  1978  must  be  inspected  for  lead-based  paint 
hazards,  although  no  abaitemoit  is  required.  Target  housing  constructed  before  1960  must  be 
inspected  for  lead-based  paint  hazards,  and  such  hazards  must  be  abated.  However,  DoD 
policy  does  not  require  lead-based  paint  inspection  and  abatement  when  a  building  is 
scheduled  for  demolition  by  the  transferees  and  the  transfer  document  prohibits  occupation 
of  the  building  prior  to  demolition  or  when  a  building  is  not  targeted  for  reuse. 

Asbestos-containing  material:  The  DoD  policy  with  regard  to  asbestos-containing  material 
is  to  manage  it  in  a  manner  protective  of  human  health  and  the  environment,  and  to  comply 
with  all  iq)plicable  federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations  governing  asbestos-containing 
material  hazards.  Unless  it  is  determined  by  a  certified  industrial  hygienist  that  asbestos- 
containing  matoial  at  the  property  does  pose  a  threat  to  human  health  at  the  time  of  transfer, 
all  property  containing  ACM  would  be  conveyed,  leased,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  “as  is.” 
As^stos  remediation  is  not  required  when  a  building  is  scheduled  for  demolition  by  the 
transferees  and  the  transfer  document  prohibits  building  occupancy  before  demolition. 
Assuming  the  previous  conditions  are  met,  the  transferee  assumes  responsibility  for  the  foture 
management  of  asbestos-containing  material  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws. 
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The  status  of  the  radon  assessment,  lead-based  paint  survey,  and  asbestos  survey  is  outlined  in 
Clu^)ter  3.12.4. 


4.12.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Hazardous  SubstancesAVaste  Quantities 

The  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  (Subchapter  2.2)  includes  an  industrial  business  park, 
theme  park,  aviation/aiicraft  use,  commercial  recreation  areas,  a  golf  course,  and  open  space.  Some 
hazardous  substances  would  be  generated  by  operation  and  maintenance  activities  of  theme  park, 
aviation/aircraft  operations,  and  the  industrial  business  park.  Herbicides  and  pesticides  would 
probably  be  used  for  grwmds  maintenance,  particulariy  for  the  golf  course.  The  amount  of  hazardous 
substances  ♦i'at  might  be  used  by  the  industries  in  the  industrial  business  park  cannot  be  quantified 
at  this  time  as  the  specific  nature  of  the  industries  is  not  yet  known.  Hazardous  substances  users 
would  be  subject  to  inspection  by  the  Suffolk  County  Fire  Department  rad  would  be  required  to  file 
informaticm  on  hazardous  matoial  usage  with  the  Suffolk  County  Department  of  Health  Services  and 
NYSDEC. 

Site  Contamination 

The  transfer  of  excess  DoD  property  involves  the  following:  1)  review  of  currently  available 
information  and  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS);  and  2)  preparation  of  a 
Finding  of  Suitability  for  Transfer  (POST).  The  purpose  of  the  POST  is  to  report  the  environmental 
suitability  of  a  parcel  for  transfer  to  nonfederal  agencies  or  to  the  public  by  disclosing  that  one  of  the 
following  is  true: 

•  No  hazardous  substances  were  stored  for  one  year  or  more,  or  known  to  have  been 
released  or  disposed  of  on  the  parcel;  or 

•  The  requirements  CERCLA  120(hX3)  have  been  met  for  the  parcel  being  transferred, 
which  specifies  that  where  item  (1)  above  does  not  apply,  deeds  to  transfer  must 
disclose/contain: 

-  information  on  the  type  and  quantity  of  the  release  of  hazardous  substances, 
and  a  description  of  the  remedial  action  (RA)  taken; 

-  a  covenant  warranting  that  approved  remedial  design  has  been  completed  and 
the  remedy  has  been  demonstrated  to  USEPA  to  be  operating  properly  and 
successfully  and  any  additional  remedial  action  found  to  be  necessary  after  the 
date  of  such  transfer  shall  be  conducted  by  the  federal  government;  and 
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-  a  granting  the  federal  government  access  to  the  property  for  remedial 
action. 

Completion  of  remedial  action  does  not  necessarily  have  to  take  place  prior  to  property  transfer.  If 
the  construction  and  installaticm  of  an  qi^xoved  remedial  design  has  been  completed,  and  the  remedy 
has  been  demcmstrated  to  the  USEPA  to  be  operating  properly  and  successfully,  the  property  could 
be  transferred  prior  to  complete  remediation. 

Groundwater  Contamination 

Volatile  organic  contaminants  have  been  detected  in  the  production  wells  at  concentrations  above 
drinking  water  standards  (Chapter  3.12.3).  Groundwater  would  be  treated  (e.g.,  carbon  filtration 
unit)  prior  to  usage  to  prevent  any  adverse  health  effects.  In  addition,  water  quality  would  be 
monitored  to  ensure  that  contaminants  are  removed  from  the  system  prior  to  use. 

Building  Use  and  Reuse  by  the  Community 

Any  reuse,  modification,  renovation,  and/or  demolition  of  buildings  will  have  to  address  the  issues 
of  lead-based  paint  and  asbestos; 

Lead-based  Paint  -  Due  to  the  age  of  most  of  the  buildings  at  the  NWIRP  Calverton,  the 
presence  of  some  lead-based  paint  should  be  assumed  as  a  possibility.  Reuse  and/or 
modifications  to  any  of  the  buildings  would  take  into  consideration  the  likelihood  of  a  lead- 
based  paint  hazard  relative  to  reuse. 

Asbestos  -  Asbestos  must  be  removed  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  Part  61  Subpart  M 
(National  Emission  Standard  for  Asbestos)  and  Part  61.145  (Standard  for  Demolition  and 
Renovation). 


4.12.3  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  (Chapter  2.3)  would  have  hazardous  waste 
genoation  related  to  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  industrial  business  park  components  similar 
to  that  of  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  alternative.  Operation  of  a  raceway  would  geiierate 
petroleum  substances  during  routine  maintenance  and  operation.  Associated  raceway  uses  in  the 
industrial  business  park  would  also  use  such  materials  as  solvents  and  degreasers  and  would  generate 
petroleum-based  waste  products. 
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Propwty  transfer  of  contaminated  areas  would  not  occur  prior  to  the  construction,  installation,  and 
successful  operation  of  an  approved  remedial  dedgn.  Property  transfer  may  also  occur  if 
contaminants  not  regulated  under  CERCLA  are  identified  or  if  chemicals  are  found  but  it  has  been 
detemuned  diat  they  pose  no  risk  to  human  health  or  the  oivironment;  in  such  cases,  only  disclosure 
of  those  or  deed  restrictions  are  required  for  property  transfw.  Therefore,  no  adverse 

effects  rdated  to  hazardous  waste  are  anticipated. 


4.12.4  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative  (Chapter  2.4),  the  majority  of  NWIRP  Calverton  would  be  converted  into 
residential  housing  for  senior  citizens.  There  would  also  be  a  mixed  use/industrial  business  park, 
hotel/conference  center,  and  two  18-hole  golf  courses.  The  hazardous  waste  generated  under  this 
alternative  would  be  limited  to  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities  and  fi’om 
herbicides/pesticides  for  maintenance  of  the  grounds  and  golf  courses. 

Property  transfer  of  contaminated  areas  would  not  occur  prior  to  the  construction,  installation,  and 
successful  operation  of  an  approved  remedial  design;  therefore,  no  adverse  effects  related  to 
hazardous  waste  are  anticipated. 
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4.13  Cumulative  Impacts 

This  discusfflon  addresses  the  cumulative  impacts  related  to  the  disposal  and  reuse  of  the  former 
NWIRP  Calvertoa  Cumulative  effects  are  defined  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quahty  (CEQ) 
in  40  CFR  1508.7  as: 

"inqjacts  on  the  environment  which  result  fi-om  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action 
when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions 
regardless  of  what  agency  (federal  or  non-federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  other 
actions." 

The  CEQ  r^ulations  state  that  the  cumulative  inqjacts  addressed  should  not  be  limited  to  those  from 
actual  proposals,  but  must  include  impacts  fi’om  actions  being  contemplated  or  that  are  reasonably 
foreseeable.  The  NEPA  environmental  analyses  must  also  evaluate  connected,  cumulative,  and 
similar  actions  in  the  same  document  (40  CFR  1508.25).  This  requirement  prohibits  segmentation 
of  a  project  into  smaller  components  to  avoid  required  environmental  analysis.  The  analyses 
contained  in  this  EIS  address  the  entire  project  under  consideration,  as  well  as  connected,  cumulative, 
and  similar  existing  and  potential  actions  in  the  Riverhead/Brookhaven  area,  where  applicable. 

Cumulative  impacts  have  been  taken  into  consideration  throughout  this  EIS,  as  appropriate,  on  a 
discipline-by-discipline  basis.  Specifically  taken  into  consideration  in  this  EIS  were  the  following 
actions: 

•  General  growth  trends  in  the  Riverhead/Brookhaven  area;  and 

•  Other  land  use  development  projects  in  the  town  of  Riverhead  and  in  the  town  of 
Brookhaven  within  approximately  two  miles  (3.2  km)  of  the  site. 

The  results  of  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  for  each  alternative  are  reviewed  below. 


4.13.1  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

Land  Use  and  Zoning,  Socioeconomics,  Community  Facilities  and  Services 

Cumulative  effects  of  implementing  the  Reuse  Plan  on  land  use,  socioeconomics,  and  community 
f^rjlitipg  and  services  have  been  conadered  in  terms  of  proposed  and  contemplated  land  use  changes 
in  the  Riverhead/Brookhaven  area  and  forecasted  population  changes.  The  Reuse  Plan  could  be 
conadered  to  have  a  cumulatively  poative  effect,  ance  the  plan  responds  to  and  supports  the  Town  s 
objectives  for  NWIRP  Calverton,  creates  land  uses  generally  compatible  with  the  surrounding 
community,  and  serves  local  and  regional  needs.  Long-term  changes  in  population  are  not  anticipated 
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and  there  wouki  be  no  cumulative  adverse  effects  <m  Utilities  and  services.  With  respect  to  parks  and 

recreation,  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan  would  add  significantly  to  publicly  accessible  park  land  and  open 
space  and,  thus,  have  a  potentiaLy  positive  cumulative  eflfect. 

Transportation)  Air  Quality,  and  Noise 

Analyses  of  traffic,  air  quality,  and  noise  associated  with  the  Rwse  Plan  have  been  quantitatively 
compared  with  anticipated  future  changes  without  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan  (future  baseline 
conditions),  including  future  development  in  Riverhead  and  Brookhaven.  Implementotion  of  the 
Reuse  Kan  would  add  substantially  to  the  jKojected  fiiture  basdine  trafiSc  conditions.  Emissions  fi'om 
automobiles  in  the  study  area  would  increase  with  the  Raise  Plan;  however,  the  air  quality  analysis 
does  not  predict  any  violation  of  the  NAAQS  one-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  and  dght-hour  stwdard 
of  9  ppm  for  CO.  likewise,  the  Reuse  Plan  would  increase  noise  levels  due  to  the  travel  of  additional 
vehicles  on  local  roads.  Increases  of  10  dBA  and  greater  were  predicted  for  both  the  weekday  and 
weekend  for  the  peak  hour  of  11pm  to  12  am.  Smaller  increases,  though  still  perceptible,  are 
predicted  during  the  day-time  peak  hours,  particularly  at  locations  4  and  5  (Table  4.6-2). 

Infrastructure 

Impacts  of  the  Reuse  Plan  on  infi-astructure,  specifically  utilities,  would  have  no  cumulative  adverse 
effects.  This  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  a  new  sewage  treatment  plant  (STP)  to  handle  the 
antidpated  wastewata-  would  be  constructed  as  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan.  Adequate  electrical  and 
gas  supplies  would  be  available  to  the  site. 

Cultural  Resources 

Three  buildings  on  site  (Plant  6,  Plant  7,  and  the  Anechoic  Chamber)  have  been  determined  to  be 
ftligihle  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  No  cumulative  adverse  effects  are 
predicted  on  these  resources  if  renovations  are  carried  out  according  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  s 
Standards  and  Guideline  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Structures.  With  a  Phase  IB  archaeological 
survey  on  areas  of  Mgh  archaeological  sensitivity  before  any  development  occurs,  no  cumulative 
adverse  effects  would  occur  to  these  resources. 

Topography,  Geology,  and  Soils 

No  cumulative  effects  adverse  are  predicted  these  physical  resources  with  implementation  of  the 
Reuse  Plan. 


Impacts 


4.13-2 


Cumulative  Effects 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Water  Quality  and  Hydrology 

No  adverse  cumulative  effects  on  water  resources  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the  Reuse 
Plan  given  these  actions; 

•  Construction  of  a  new  STP  above  the  groundwater  divide  with  a  discharge  away  from 
the  Central  Pine  Barrens  and  the  Peconic  River  watershed  in  the  future; 

•  Development  of  an  overall  drainage  plan  to  accommodate  additional  stormwater  from 
the  industrial  business  park  and  other  uses. 

In  fact,  there  would  likely  be  a  cumulatively  positive  effect  on  the  water  quality  of  the  Peconic  River 
with  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  new  STP. 

Although  not  directly  associated  with  the  P  euse  Plan  or  any  of  the  alternatives,  the  long-term  plans 
for  the  Riverhead  STP  as  described  in  Subchapter  3. 10. 1  would  be  expected  to  improve  water  quality 
conditions  in  the  Peconic  River,  particularly  with  respect  to  nitrogen  loadings. 

Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

The  Reuse  Plan  would  not  affect  wetlands,  floodplains,  or  critical  habitats  if  built  in  compliance  with 
^plicable  state  and  federal  law;  moreover,  gjven  the  conceptual  nature  of  the  Reuse  Plan  with  respect 
to  building  locations  and  configurations,  as  well  as  the  timeframe  for  development  (20  years), 
development  could  be  planned  to  eliminate  the  potential  for  cumulative  adverse  effects.  Although 
development  would  reduce  the  amount  and/or  quality  of  habitat  available  for  certain  species,  the 
R^se  Plan  would  cumulatively  add  to  the  local  and  regional  natural  resource  base  by  providing  for 
884  acres  (358  hectares)  of  dedicated  open  space  and  park  land.  Associated  with  this  action  would 
be  the  disposal  of  the  buffer  areas  (3,138  acres  or  1,241  hectares)  to  the  NYSDEC  for  use  as 
conservation  and  recreation  lands  in  perpetuity. 

Petroleum  and  Hazardous  Substances 

With  respect  to  the  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  hazardous  substances,  the  proposed  reuse  of  the  site 
would  have  no  anticipated  cumulative  impacts.  Envdronmental  remediation  of  approjdmately  30  acres 
(12  hectares)  would  have  been  completed  and/or  would  be  in  process,  resulting  in  the  cleanup  of 
formeriy  contaminated  portions  of  the  facility.  Thirty  acres  (12  hectares)  is  an  estimate  of  the  aerial 
extent  of  soil  contamination;  the  Navy  plans  on  retaining  an  estimated  238  acres  (96  hectares)  in 
order  to  continue  its  remethal  investigations.  Any  industrial  facilities  that  would  store,  manufacture, 
or  generate  petrolaim  and/or  hazardous  substances  would  be  subject  to  applicable  federal,  state,  and 
local  regulation  as  were  prior  industrial  uses  at  NWIRP  Calverton. 
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Disposal  ana  Keusc _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ — 

Maintenance  of  the  golf  course  will  require  the  use  of  fertilizers,  herbicides,  and  pesticides.  No 
cunailative  adverse  effects  would  be  anticipated  from  thdr  use  as  part  of  the  Reuse  Plan  if  they  are 
applied  in  accordance  to  manufacturer  recommended  guidelines  and  govemmern  regulations. 


4.13.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

The  potential  cumulative  inpacts  of  implementiiig  the  Calvertmi  Entoprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 
would  be  genendfy  »milar  to  those  described  for  the  Reuse  Plan.  Only  with  respect  to  noise  would 
predicted  cumulative  inpacts  differ. 

Noise 

The  automobile  raceway  would  introduce  temporary  but  significant  noise  increases  to  the  site.  Noise 
modeling  also  indicates  that  during  race  events  noise  levels  would  exceed  the  FHWA  Noise 
Abatement  Criteria  and  the  town  of  Riverhead’s  noise  ordinance.  It  is  estimated  that  these  noise 
effects  would  occur  a  total  of  108  hours  or  1.2  percent  of  the  year  based  on  the  proposed  racing 
schedule. 


4.11.3  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

Similarly,  only  those  resources  that  would  be  affected  in  ways  resulting  in  different  cumulative 
impacts  are  described  for  this  alternative. 

Land  Use  and  Zoning,  Socioeconomics,  and  Community  Facilities  and  Services 

This  ahsnative  would  result  in  substantially  more  designated  open  space  -  544  acres  (220  hectares)- 
than  the  Raise  Plan;  howevw,  it  would  not  provide  the  private  recreational  facilities  of  the  theme 
park  and  commercial  recreational  uses.  Residential  uses  would  predominate  the  site  in  contrast  to 
the  Reuse  Plan  and  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative  where  no  residential  use  would  exist. 
An  estimated  new  population  of  2,889  persons  would  eventually  reside  in  Riverhead  with 
implementation  of  this  alternative. 

Transportation,  Air  Quality,  and  Noise 

The  Peconic  Village  Alternative  would  also  add  substantially  to  the  project  future  baseline  traffic 
condition.  The  increase  is  less  than  that  predicted  for  the  other  two  build  alternatives.  Air  quality 
standards  are  not  predicted  to  be  contravened.  Noise  levels  along  local  roadways  would  also 
inaease;  however,  the  only  perceptible  increase  would  generally  be  at  Locations  4  and  5  (Table  4.6- 
14  and  15). 
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Cultural  Resources 

The  Anechoic  Chamber  would  be  demolished  under  this  alternative  and  would  therefore  not  exist  as 
a  structure  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Re^ster  of  Historic  Places. 

Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

This  alternative  would  affect  less  existing  vegetation  and  would  retain  more  designated  open  space 
than  either  the  Reuse  Plan  and  the  Entoprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative.  Unless  mo^ed,  the 
conceptual  site  plan  would  impact  one  location  udiere  the  tiger  salamander  was  reported. 
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5  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


This  diqjter  identifies  mitigation  measures  that  would  minimize  or  eliminate  impacts  (Chapters  4. 1  - 
4:12)  of  the  ahematives  on  the  existing  natural  and  man-made  resources  of  the  ate  and  surrounding 
area  (Ch^iters  3.1  -  3.12).  All  resources  are  discussed  for  the  Reuse  Plan  even  if  mitigation  measures 
have  not  been  identified.  For  the  other  two  alternatives  mitigation  is  discussed  only  for  those 
resources  where  applicable. 


5.1  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 

5.1.1  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

No  fiignifirant  environmental  impacts  have  been  identified  and  therefore  no  mitigation  measures  are 
required.  New  development  wthin  the  Core  Preservation  Area  would  be  implemented  in  a  lashion 
consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan. 

5.1.2  Socioeconomics 

The  amount  and  type  of  devdopm«it  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan  is  not  expected  to  result  in  adverse 
sodoeconomic  effects,  such  as  induced  population.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

5.1.3  Community  Facilities  and  Services 

No  gignifirant  adverse  effects  are  predicted  on  community  facilities  and  services  fi'om  implementation 
of  the  Reuse  Plan.  No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

5.1.4  Transportation 

Implemoitation  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  cause  significant  traffic  impacts  at  the  signalized  study  area 
intersections.  Potential  mitigation  measures  investigated  include  chan^ng  of  signal  timing,  geometric 
improvements,  and  regulatory  measures.  Table  5.1-1  proddes  a  comparison  of  the  traffic  analyses 
for  unmitigated  and  mitigated  conditions.  Although  tr^c  operation  remains  at  unacceptable  levels 
despite  these  measures,  the  results  indicate  levels  comparable  to  future  baseline  conditions.  That  is, 
traffic  conditions  have  been  mitigated  to  a  point  where  effects  of  the  Reuse  Plan  are  comparable  to 
projected  future  conditions  without  the  project.  Those  locations  for  which  mitigative  measures  have 
been  developed  include  the  following: 
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Summary  of  LOS  Analysit  -  Cahrerton  Entofptlae  Park  Reuse  Plan 
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Table  5.1-1  (continued) 

Summary  of  LOS  Analysis  -  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 


PM  Peak  Hour  «  UnmitiBatsd 


Middle  Country  Road  and  Edwards  Avenue  (Location  2) 
EBLTR  I  1447  I  2.051  I  *Tf 

WBLTR  1740  3.041  *  F 

NBLTR 
SBLTR 


1447 

2.051 

♦ 

F 

1740 

3.041 

* 

F 

899 

2.962 

* 

F 

284 

0.762 

162 

C 

* 

F 

EBL 

EBTR 

WBL 

WBTR 

N6L 

NBTR 

SBLTR 


Overall: 


Middle  Country  Road  and  North  Country  Road  (Location  3) 


EBLT 

1013 

>2.0 

WBT 

1072 

1.126 

WBR 

858 

0.580 

SBL 

369 

0.822 

SBR 

200 

0.440 

Overall: 

75.4 
0.4 

18.9 

10.9  I  B 


EBL 

EBT 

WBT 

WBR 

SBL 

SBR 


Middle  Country  Road  and  Manorville  Road  (Location  4) 


EB 
EB 
WBL 
WBTR 
NBLT 
NBR 
SBLTR 

Overall: 


WBTR 

NBLT 

NBR 

SBL 

SBTR 


^  Peak  Hour « MliQated 


yfC  Slopped  LOS 

Ratio  Oefay 


54 

0.441 

1393 

1.077 

112 

1628 

m 

429 

5.153 

270 

1.215 

284 

5.484 

1.011 

0.580 

1.042 

0.557 


142 

1202 

1325 

1.082 

270 

2.394 

1839 

1.521 

505 

3.507 

313 

1.581 

225 

2.167 

167 

0.623 

7.0 
29.2 
0.4 

59.7 

13.8  I  B 


* 

F 

i9.8 

E 

* 

F 

* 

F 

* 

F 

*  ' 

F 

* 

F 

Mitigation 


5-3 


Measures 


Table  5.1-1  (continued) 


Summary  of  LOS  Analysis  -  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan 
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Middle  Country  Road  and  Edwardi  Avenue  (Location  2) 

The  existing  configuration  of  this  intersection  provides  one  lane  for  each  approach.  The  suggested 
mitigative  measure  includes  widening  the  east,  west  and  north  ^>proaches  to  provide  left  turn  lanes. 
Although  this  mitigation  improves  traffic  conditions,  poor  operation  remains  since  tMs  inters^ion 
is  heavily  surcharged  by  project-generated  traffic.  These  measures  however  result  in  operation  at 
similar  levels  to  future  baseline  conditions. 

Middle  Country  Road  and  North  Countiy  Road  (Location  3) 

An  additional  lane  for  an  exclusive  left  turn  lane  for  the  eastbound  approach  would  improve  operation 
for  both  through  and  left  turning  vdiicles.  This  measure  improves  the  intersection  operation  to  LOS 
“  D”  Hiiring  the  am  peak.  The  pm  and  wedcend  peaks  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  “F’,  however  there 
is  gjgnifirant  improvement  in  the  v/c  ratio,  with  operation  comparable  to  future  baseline  conditions. 

Middle  Country  Road  and  Manorville  Road  (Location  4) 

To  improve  operations  at  this  location  an  additional  lane  for  left  turning  movements  was  analyzed. 
Signal  timing  changes  to  favor  east  and  westbound  movements  would  also  improve  operations. 
Despite  these  improvements,  operation  remains  unacceptable.  However,  the  mitigated  conditions 
result  in  operation  at  levels  similar  to  future  baseline  conditions. 

In  addition  to  these  roadway  improvement  mitigations,  projected  future  traffic  could  be  improved 
through  a  set  of  tranqwrtation  system  management  measures.  Dunn  En^eering  identified  some  of 
these  measures  that  would  serve  to  lessen  impacts  to  the  suiTounding  street  network,  particularly  for 
the  weekends  when  race  events  would  be  scheduled  or  when  other  site  activities  have  events  that 
would  generate  traffic  at  the  same  time  of  day.  However,  no  such  measures  have  been  proposed  as 
part  of  the  Reuse  Plan  or  any  of  the  alternatives  at  this  time  because  of  their  presently  conceptual 
nature. 

One  key  to  alleviating  impacts  would  be  to  schedule  events  at  the  Theme  Park  and  Stadium  such  that 
no  othw  ^)ecial  events  occur  within  the  same  time  frame.  Further,  advanced  ticket  sales  for  such  an 
event  could  have  specified  areas  to  park,  where  parking  would  be  prepaid  within  the  price  of  the 
ticket.  Prq)aid  parking  serves  to  reduce  congestion  at  the  approaches  to  the  site.  Portable  variable 
message  agns  (VMS)  could  also  be  placed  to  direct  motorists  approaching  the  site  towards  the  least 
congested  j^proach.  The  presence  of  traffic  dirertors  at  key  locations  would  also  assist  in  smoothing 
peak  traffic  flows.  The  enactment  of  these  measures,  among  others,  would  ease  the  burden  placed 
on  the  road  network. 
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5.1.5  Air  QuaUty 

Short  term  construction  and  demolition-related  effects  on  air  quality  would  occur,  but  could  be 
alleviated  by  the  implementation  of  common  construction  management  practices  such  as  dust 
suppresskm  and  phaang  of  constructiorL  No  other  iratigation  is  proposed  as  no  adverse  effects  were 
predicted. 

5.1.6  Noise 

Demolition  and  construction  activities  would  tempOTarily  increase  noise  levels  ne^  construction 
areas.  To  mitigate  for  these  temporary  noise  effects,  construction-related  activities  would  be 
scheduled  to  occur  during  regular  working  hours.  No  mitigation  is  proposed  for  the  GA/cargo 
airport. 

5.1.7  Infrastructure 

The  amount  of  proposed  development  and  the  number  of  visitors  to  the  various  components  of  the 
Reuse  Plan  (e.g.,  Aeme  park,  stadium,  family  entertainmem  center)  would  create  demands  on  the 
existing  water  supply  within  the  existing  permit  limits;  however,  sanitary  wastewater  flows  would 
exceed  existing  treatment  system  ciqiadties.  As  discussed  in  Ch^ter  4.7,  a  new  potable  water  supply 
serwce  would  ultimately  be  extended  to  the  ate  to  serve  these  needs.  The  construction  and  operation 
of  a  new  sewage  treatment  plant  would  be  necessary  to  meet  the  sanitary  wastewater  needs  of  the 
redeveloped  site  and  its  uses. 

5.1.8  Cultural  Resources 

y^plication  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  SUmdards  cmd  Guideline  for  Rehabilitating  Historic 
Structures  would  mitigate  aity  potential  adverse  effects  on  Plant  6  and  Plant  7.  Building  recordation 
would  constitute  proper  mitigation  if  the  Anechoic  Chamber  were  to  be  demolished.  A  Phase  IB 
archaeolo^cal  survey  would  need  to  be  done  before  any  development  occurs  in  high  sensitivity  areas 
before  potential  effect  could  folly  be  determined. 

5.1.9  Topography,  Geology,  and  Soils 

The  imi^emaitation  of  appropriate  soil  o-oaon  and  sediment  control  measures  and  Best  Management 
Practices  (BMPs)  during  construction  as  required  by  local  regulatory  agencies  would  mitigate  the 
potential  for  soil  erosion  and  loss;  it  would  likewise  reduce  the  potential  for  adding  sediment  to  on¬ 
site  surface  waters  including  those  associated  with  wetlands. 
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5.1.10  Water  Quality  and  Hydrology 

Limited  surface  waters  exist  on  NWIRP  Calverton.  Most  of  the  on-site  ponds  are  associated  witn 
wetlands  and  would  not  be  adversely  affected  through  compliance  with  state  and  federal  laws 
protecting  wetlands.  Several  ponds  lie  outside  areas  that  are  proposed  for  development  and  would 
not  be  affected.  Application  of  appropriate  sediment  erosion  control  plans  and  BMPs  would  be 
stipulated  in  the  construction  design  plans  to  mitigate  the  potential  for  adverse  effects  on  surface 
waters.  All  activities  of  the  R«ise  Plan  that  would  store,  use,  or  dispose  of  materials  that  could 
impair  groundwater  would  be  subject  to  federal  and  state  law  for  the  preparation  of  a  spill 
contingency  plan. 

5.1.11  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

Complete  buildout  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  reduce  the  amount  habitat  for  certain  species  on-site, 
including  the  population  of  white-tailed  deer.  As  described  in  Subchapter  3.11,  the  deer  population 
has  exceeded  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  site.  With  the  amount  of  proposed  activity  on  the  site  as 
wdl  as  the  operation  of  the  GA/cargo  airport,  a  deer  management  plan  a  population  control  program, 
would  be  necessary.  As  coordination  with  NYSDEC  had  been  done  in  the  past  with  respect  to 
natural  resource  managemoit  vdren  the  property  was  owned  by  the  US  Navy,  so  too  could  a  plan  be 
devdoped  to  mitigate  potential  conflicts  as  well  as  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  existing  population. 
Opportunities  for  deer  relocation  to  the  buffer  lands  that  would  be  under  the  control  of  the  NYSDEC 
may  be  possible. 

Mitigation  of  potential  construction  and  operational  effects  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  entail 
coordination  with  NYSDEC.  Early  agency  coordination  is  generally  recommended  in  situations 
where  threatened,  endangered,  and/or  rare  qjecies  may  be  present.  As  discussed  in  Subchapter  3.11, 
four  NYS  threatened  and  endangered  species  sites  are  situated  in  the  Pine  Barrens  Core  area  of  the 
site  and  would  not  be  directly  affected  by  redevelopment.  The  location  for  the  tiger  salamander 
would  be  c^ntaiiwl  within  lands  defined  as  a  natural  area.  Appropriate  management  of  this  area  for 
such  matters  as  public  accessibility,  hours  of  operation,  and  permitted  activities  would  require 
definition  and  consultation  with  NYSDEC.  The  location  of  several  NYS-listed  species  (spotted 
salamander,  tiger  salamander,  and  nuttall’s  lobelia)  are  in  an  area  where  commercial  and  recreational 
uses  are  proposed.  Consultation  and  implementation  of  recommended  mitigation,  as  applicable, 
would  serve  to  protect  these  species  in  accordance  with  state  requirements. 

5.1.12  Petroleum  and  Hazardous  Substances 

Implementation  and  completion  of  the  ongoing  remediation  plan  of  contaminated  land  within  the 
fence  would  mitigate  that  existing  condition.  As  of  December  1996,  it  is  estimated  that  approximately 
238  acres  (96  hectares)  would  not  be  transfered.  The  transfer  of  federal  lands  by  the  US  Navy  that 
have  not  been  reme(fiated  is  prohibited. 
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Those  activities  of  the  Reuse  Plan  that  would  store,  use,  or  generate  hazardous  materials  (e.g.,  uses 
in  the  industrial  business  park)  compliance  with  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulation  would 
act  as  mitigation  to  prevent  the  accidental  spill  or  release  of  such  substances  into  the  environment. 


5.2  Calverton  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 

Implementation  of  this  alternative  would  also  result  in  many  of  the  same  types  of  impacts  in  these 
areas  as  were  previously  described  for  the  proposed  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan: 

•  land  use  and  zoning; 

•  socioeconomics; 

•  community  facilities  and  services; 

•  traffic; 

•  air  quality; 

•  infrastructure; 

•  cultural  resources; 

•  topography,  geology,  and  soils; 

•  water  quality  and  hydrology;  and 

•  petroleum  and  hazardous  substances 

Executing  similar  mitigation  measures  to  the  Reuse  Plan  for  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 
would  r^uce  or  eliminate  the  potential  impacts  to  these  resources. 

5.2.1  Noise 

Noise  inq)acts  resulting  from  the  automobile  raceway  are  expected  to  be  significant  during  actual  race 
events  -  areas  adjacent  to  the  raceway  would  ejqjoience  a  20  dB  or  greater  noise  increase  during  race 
peak  hours  (Subchapter  4.6).  Noise  abatement  could  be  achieved  using  noise  barrier^  arorad 
portions  of  the  race  track.  The  following  assumptions  were  used  to  simplify  the  estimation 
procedures  to  determine  the  potential  noise  abatement  through  the  use  of  barriers: 

•  barrier  heights  evaluated  would  be  1 5  and  30  feet,  respectively; 

•  no  ride  diffraction  around  a  barrier  was  considered; 

•  distance  from  a  barrier  to  the  race  track  would  be  100  ft;  and 

•  abatement  noise  levds  were  calculated  based  only  on  groups  of  cars  spread  evenly  on  the  race 
track,  i.e.,  weighting  factors  for  packed  cars  were  not  applied. 

The  comparison  of  noise  impact  levels  during  a  race  event  on  those  identified  land  use  receivers 
before  and  after  using  noise  barrier  are  presented  in  Table  5.2-1 .  A  noise  bamer  of  15  to  30  ft  in 
bright  would  reduce  .the  noise  impact  on  the  proposed  community  park  near  race  track  (Figure  2-2) 
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Table  5^-1 


Comparison  of  Noise  Banter  (15  ft  and  30  fO  Effectiveness 
At  Automobile  Race  Event  Peak  Hour  Noise  Levels 


Umdilwl^a6«pior 

IIIHHPill 

Sftitipr 

Hot»^Lp«(dB) 
WMit&'fbPt  Noise 
Barrier 

HoifflyL^^B) 

\Mlh3Q4ootN<riBe 

Bwrier 

Industrial  Business  Park 

>98 

93 

88 

Theme  Park 

79 

Attractions 

92 

82 

Hotel/Conference  Center 

98 

88 

84 

Commercial  Recreation 

84 

Stadium 

98 

88 

Family  Entertainment  Center 

94 

85 

81 

Golf  Course 

95 

85 

81 

Open  Space 

86 

78 

75 

Pine  Banens  Core 

McKay  Lake  (west) 

96 

85 

81 

Commurtity  Park 

>98 

90 

85 

National  Cemetery  Buffer 

90 

82 

79 

Natural  Area 

93 

81 

78 
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between  5  to  15  dB,  respectively.  However,  this  reduced  race  pe^  hour  noise  level  would  still  be 
in  exceedance  of  the  FHWA  and  Riverhead  noise  ordinance  criteria. 

5,2.2  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

Because  of  the  presence  of  the  automobUe  raceway  and  its  six  major  race  events  each  yw, 
consultation  with  NYSDEC  could  assist  in  the  determining  if  any  species’  bre^g  or  migration 
activities  might  be  noise  intolerant,  requiring  consideration  when  planning  a  major  race  event. 


5.3  Peconic  Village  Alternative 

This  discussion  addresses  those  resource  areas  that  would  be  affected  in  such  a  way  that  would  either 
require  mitigation  where  none  was  identified  for  the  Reuse  Plan  or  where  a  different  type  of 
mitigation  would  be  necessary.  Areas  that  would  be  smilar  to  that  described  for  the  Reuse  Plan  with 
respect  to  mitigation  include; 

•  socioeconomics; 

•  community  facilities  and  services; 

•  air  quality 

•  infrastructure; 

•  topography,  geology,  and  soils; 

•  water  quality  and  hydrology;  and 

•  petroleum  and  hazardous  substances. 

Executing  amilar  mitigation  measures  to  the  Reuse  Plan  for  the  Enterprise  Park/Raceway  Alternative 
would  reduce  or  eliminate  the  potential  impacts  to  these  resources. 

5.3.1  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

Central  Pine  Barrens  Plan 

The  Central  Pine  Barrens  Plan  has  defined  a  set  of  clearance  standards  for  residential  uses  that  would 
act  as  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  amount  of  vegetation  clearing  on  the  site.  As  discussed  in 
Subchapter  4.1.2,  the  Town  ofRiverfiead  would  implement  redevelopment  of  NWIRP  Calverton  via 
a  new  zoning  ordinance  in  the  form  of  a  PUD  District.  Like  other  new  developments,  PUDs  usually 
have  site  clearance  standards  and/or  maximum  building  coverage  standards;  however,  these 
requirements  are  based  on  development  across  an  entire  site  (including  uses  other  than  residential) 
rather  than  on  lot  sizes  or  zoning  category  acreages.  The  conceptual  layout  of  the  Peconic  Village 
indicates  a  clustering  concert  only.  Because  of  its  preliminary  nature,  no  design  data  such  as  lot  sizes 
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and  zoning  cat^oiy  acreages  have  been  devdoped;  moreover,  these  standards  may  not  be  defined 
in  the  PUD  ordinance.  Nevertheless,  in  the  interest  of  presenting  a  range  of  standards  that  could  be 
applicable  or  serve  as  the  basis  of  dmilar  standards  in  the  PUD  District,  Table  5.3-1  displays  the 
clearance  standards  of  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  for  reddential  uses.  The  proposed  maximum 
recmnmended  site  dearance  standards  would  be  a  tofric  of  discussiwi  between  the  Town  of  Riverhead 
andtheCPBJP&PC. 


Table  5.3-1 

Central  Pine  Barrens  Residential  Clearance  Standards 


R«dd«rtliafLof 

Siz»(sq1t) 

2bdhgCateg~oiy 

Acreage 

f^tqaosed  Recofranwideit 
Ma)dmum  SMe  Ctearmce 

10,000 

0.25 

90  percent 

20,000 

0.5 

60  percent 

40,000 

1 

57  percent 

80,000 

2 

35  percent 

160,000  -200,000 

4-5 

25  percent 

Note:  Total  site  clearance  including  lots,  roads,  drainage,  and  other  improvements. 
Source:  Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan,  1996. 

\^thin  the  Pine  Barrens  the  use  of  clustering  would  be  required  when  large  open  space  tracts ,  like 
NWIRP  Calverton,  can  be  preserved.  The  following  guidelines  have  been  developed  by  the 
CPBP&PC  with  regard  to  residential  development  on  a  site  such  as  NWIRP  Calverton: 

•  Wooded  Parcel  -  with  slopes  less  than  10  percent.  The  development  on  a  parcel,  if 
adjacent  to  other  parcels  to  be  reviewed  or  adjacent  to  existing  dedicated  open  space, 
should  be  clustered  to  take  advantage  of  increasing  natural  open  space. 

•  Wooded  Pared  -  more  than  50  percent  of  pared  has  slopes  less  than  10  percent;  lots 
should  be  clustered  on  slopes  less  than  10  percent. 

•  Pared  Partfy  Wooded  and  Partly  Old  Fidd/Agricultural  -  Clustering  shall  occur  on  the 
open  fidd  portion  of  the  site  first  with  the  intent  of  preserving  as  much  of  the  natural 
Pine  Barrens  as  possible. 
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5.3.2  Traffic 


Although  the  projected  traffic  associated  with  the  Peconic  Village  Alternative  does  not  create  as 
much  impact  to  the  surrounding  street  system  impact  as  ffie  Reu^ 

Park/Raceway  Alternative,  the  mitigation  measures  would  apply  as  weU.  ^  with  the  Reuse  Pl^ 
while  the  mitigative  measures  will  improve  operation  over  unmitigat^  conditions,  traffic  operation 
win  remain  poor.  The  suggested  improvements  do,  however,  result  in  traffic  operation  compar  e 

to  the  future  basdine  condition. 


5.3.3  Noise 

No  measures  are  proposed  as  no  significant  adverse  efito  were  identified  m  the  impact 

analysis.  This  ahemative  does  not  incorporate  either  a  GA/cargo  airport  or  an  autoraobiie  raceway, 
two  of  the  major  generators  of  noise  in  the  other  alternatives. 

5.3.4  Cultural  Resources 

Implementation  of  this  ahemative  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  Anechoic  Chambw  (Building 

284)  assuming  its  demolition.  This  finding  of  adverse  effect  would  require  coMultation  with  the 

Advisory  CouncU  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  State  of  New  York  SHPO  in  accordance  wit 
Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  This  process  could  result  in  the  preparation  of  a  Memorandum  ot 
Agreement  (MO  A)  that  would  provide  for  appropriate  nutigation  of  project-related  impacts. 

The  primary  method  of  mitigation  that  could  be  required  is  documentetion  of  the  demolish^ 
structure  and  its  setting.  The  purpose  of  documentation  is  to  record  significant  characteristics  of  a 
property  before  its  alteration  or  destruction.  Depending  on  the  nature  of  these  charactenstics, 
documentation  may  include  preparation  of  a  written  description  and  history,  large  format  photographs 
printed  to  archival  specifications,  or  measured  or  sketched  drawings.  These  items  we  pnerally 
prepared  in  accordance  with  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  (HABS),  Histone  Amencan 
Engineering  Record  (HAER)  or  State  of  New  York  guidelines.  Should  documentation  be  selerted 
as  a  mitigative  measure,  the  SHPO  may  require  that  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  be  consulted 
to  determine  the  appropriate  type  and  extent  of  documentation. 

5.3.5  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

One  potential  location  of  the  tiger  salamander  could  be  affected  by  this  alternative  based 
of  the  conceptual  site  plan.  As  with  the  other  alternatives,  early  consultation  with  the  NYSDEC  and 
implementation  of  recommended  mitigation,  as  applicable,  would  serve  to  protect  these  species  m 
accordance  with  state  requirements. 
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6  RELATIONSHIP  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  TO 
FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  PLANS,  POLICIES, 
AND  CONTROLS 


Disposal  and  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton  would  comply  with  existing  federal  regulations  and  vdth 
state,  regional,  and  local  policies  and  programs.  The  federal  acts  and  executive  orders  with  which 
the  proposed  action  must  demonstrate  compliance  include; 

•  NEPA; 

•  RCRA,  CERCLA,  and  SARA;  - 

•  Clean  Water  Act; 

•  Clean  Air  Act; 

•  Endangered  Species  Act; 

•  National  Historic  Preservation  Act; 

•  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act; 

•  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act; 

•  Executive  Order  1 1 990,  Protection  of  Wetlands; 

•  Executive  Order  1 1988,  Floodplain  Management;  and 

•  Executive  Order  12898,  Environmental  Justice. 

For  preparation  of  this  EIS,  communication  was  undertaken  with  relevant  state,  regional,  and  local 
authorities  to  determine  which  existing  policies  and  programs  apply  to  the  proposed  disposal  and 
reuse. 


6.1  Federal  Plans  and  Policies 

6.1.1  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 

This  EIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations 
implementing  NEPA  (40  CFR  Part  1500-1508)  and  Navy  NEPA  procedures  (OPNAYIN^ 
5090.1B).  Executive  Order  1 1991  of  May  24, 1977  directed  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
to  issue  regulations  for  procedural  provisions  of  NEPA;  these  are  binding  for  all  federal  agencies. 
The  Navy  has  invited  comments  on  this  Draft  EIS.  FoUov^g  the  DEIS  public  comment  period,  these 
comments  will  be  addressed  and  responded  to  by  the  Navy  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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6.1.2  RCRA,  CERCLA,  SARA,  and  CERFA 

The  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  was  passed  in  1976  and  continued  earlier 
IM-oviaons  relating  to  sdid  waste  and  resource  recovery,  inchidii^  hazardous  waste.  It  sets  standards 
for  hazardous  waste  treatment,  storage,  and  di^sal  &cilities. 

In  1980,  the  rnmprdiensive  Environmental  Response,  Comp«isation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA) 
was  passed  to  provide  a  superfiind  for  cleanup  of  sites  with  uncontroUed  releases  of  ha^dous 
substances.  This  program  was  continued  in  the  Superfimd  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act 
(SARA)  of  1986.  Section  211  of  SARA  provides  continued  authorization  for  the  DoD 
Environmental  Restoration  Program  and  the  Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Account.  Major 
responsibilities  for  monitoring  compliance  with  these  acts  rests  with  the  USEPA  The  Navy  is 
conducting  all  remedial  activities  in  accordance  with  CERCLA  and  the  National  Contingency  Plan. 

The  Navy  recognizes  its  responsibilities  for  control  and  management  of  hazardous  substances  and 
wastes  in  compliance  with  federal,  state,  and  local  requirements.  These  responsibilities  are  defined 
in  Chapter  3  of  the  Navy’s  Environmental  and  Natural  Resources  Protection  Manual  (US  Navy, 
1994).  Studies  and  some  remedial  actions  have  already  been  undertaken  by  the  Navy  at  NWIRP 
Calverton  to  identify  problem  areas  related  to  petroleum  and  haz^dous  substances.  The  Navy  will 
make  further  assessments  regarding  cleanup  and  disposal  as  required  by  DoD  guidelines. 

The  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA),  Public  Law  102-425,  requires 
the  identification  of  all  uncontaminated  real  property,  or  parcels  thereof,  at  inst^ations  undergoing 
dosure  or  reaUgnnroit.  In  accordance  with  (iRFA  the  Navy  conducted  an  Environmental  Baseline 
Survey  (EBS)  that  included  visual  inspections,  interviews,  and  review  of  plans,  logs,  maps,  aerial 
photographs,  records,  and  reports.  The  findings  of  the  EBS  were  included  in  a  CERFA  report  (US 
Navy,  1994)  and  summarized  in  Subchapter  3. 10  of  this  EIS.  The  report  also  addressed  CERCLA 
requirements  to  identify  pareds  on  which  hazardous  substances  in  quantities  greater  than  or  equal  to 
their  reportable  quantity  were  stored  for  more  than  one  year,  known  to  be  released,  or  disposed  of 
on  the  property. 

6.1.3  Clean  Water  Act 

The  Clean  Water  Act  of  1977,  which  amends  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Act  of  1972,  and 
subsequent  amendments  were  designed  to  assist  in  restoring  and  maintaining  the  cheinical,  physical, 
and  biological  integrity  of  the  nation's  waters.  This  covers  discharge  of  pollutants  into  navigable 
waters,  wastewater  treatment  management,  and  protection  of  relevant  fish,  shellfish,  and  wildlife. 
Section  402  of  this  act  requires  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit 
for  into  navigable  waters.  Congress  also  passed  the  Water  Quality  Act  of  1987  to  address 

excessive  levels  of  toxic  pollutants  still  found  in  some  waters. 
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Dq)ending  on  the  ultimate  site  developmait  plan,  implanentation  of  project  components  could  result 
in  the  loss  of  jurisdictional  wetlands  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (the  amount  of 
wetlands  filled  would  be  dependent  upon  the  specific  reuse  that  was  selected).  The  alternative 
analysis  for  any  proposed  project  under  the  Reuse  Plan  that  could  potentially  affect  wetlands  must 
first  conader  avoiding  impacts  to  wetlands.  Only  aftw  wetland  impacts  have  been  avoid^  to  foe 
greatest  extent  practicable,  should  other  mifigative  measures  be  conadered.  Other  mitigation 
measures  could  involve  both  cooperation  of  area  and  wetland  function.  Should  wetlands  be 
inq>acted,  authorization  frmn  the  US  Amty  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  NYSDEC  would  be  required 
prior  to  construction. 

Under  foe  Reuse  Plan,  there  would  be  no  proposed  discharges  to  navigable  waters. 

As  discuss^  in  Subchapter  4.10,  compliance  with  storm  water  management  regulations  would  be 
required,  including  acquisition  of  SPDES  permits. 

6.1.4  Clean  Air  Act 

The  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  of  1955  and  subsequent  amendments  specify  regulations  for  control  of  tb^ 
nation's  air  quality.  Federal  and  state  ambient  air  standards  have  been  established  for  each  criteria 
pollutant.  The  1990  amendments  to  the  act  require  federal  facility  compliance  with  all  applicable 
substantive  and  administrative  requirements  for  air  pollution  control. 

Any  demolition  of  buildings  or  materials  associated  with  reuse  activities  must  comply  with  established 
emission  and  ambient  air  standards,  especially  for  removal  of  asbestos  materials.  This  removal  would 
meet  foe  National  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants.  The  asbestos  removal 
contractor  would  use  a  landfill  iq)proved  for  asbestos  disposal  after  removing  the  asbestos-containing 
materials. 

The  USEPA  has  published  final  rules  on  general  conformity  (40  CFR  Part  51  in  Federal  Register, 
November  30,  1993)  that  apply  to  federal  actions  in  areas  designated  nonattjunment  for  any  of  the 
criteria  pollutants  under  foe  CAA.  The  rules  do  not  apply  to  implementation  of  the  Reuse  Plan,  as 
foe  Navy  will  not  retain  control  of  foe  property  once  disposal  occurs. 

6.1.5  Endangered  Species  Act 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  and  subsequent  amendments  provide  for  the  conservation  of 
threatened  and  endangered  species  of  animals  and  plants,  aiKl  foe  habitats  in  which  they  are  found. 
Based  on  available  documentation,  there  are  no  known  federally  endangered  species  of  animals  or 
plants  on  NWIRP  Calverton. 
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6.1.6  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

This  act  was  passed  in  1966  to  provide  for  the  protection,  enhancement,  and  preservation  of  my 
property  that  possesses  significant  ardatectural,  archaecrfogical,  historical,  or  cultural  characteristics. 
Executive  Order  11593  of  1974  further  defined  the  obligations  of  federal  agenda  concerning  this 
act.  Under  the  regulatory  program  implementing  the  National  Mstoric  Preservation  Act,  a  federd 
agency  must  determine  if  the  subject  property  is  digjUe  fi>r  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  (NRHP). 

In  preparing  this  EIS,  state  and  local  agencies  were  contacted  about  cultural  resources  at  the  site. 
Through  the  Cultural  Resource  Survey  (CRS),  it  has  been  determined  ^t  three  structures  are 
individually  eligMe  as  historic  structures  -  Plant  06,  Plant  07,  and  the  Anechoic  Chamber  (Subchapter 
3.8) 

6.1.7  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act 

The  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  provides  assistance  to  states,  in  cooperation  with  federal 
and  local  agencies,  for  developing  land  and  water  use  programs  for  the  coastal  zone.  This  includes 
the  protectiMi  of  natural  resources  and  management  of  coastal  development.  Policy  is  implemented 
the  respective  state  coastal  zone  management  program.  NWlRP  Calverton  is  situated  outside  of 
the  designated  coastal  zone. 

6.1.8  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

The  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  of  1976  (TSCA)  was  enacted  to  “regulate  comrnerce  and  protect 
human  health  and  the  environment  by  requiring  testing  and  necessary  use  restrictions  on  certain 
chemical  substances.”  Unlike  many  of  the  existing  environmental  laws,  TSCA  regulates  not  only  the 
end  products  of  manufacturing  or  processing  activities,  but  also  provides  for  regulating  the 
manufacture  of  substances  not  yet  developed,  the  permitted  use  of  these  chemicals,  and  ^owable 
manufecturing  quantities.  The  act  also  requires  manufacturers  to  test  substance(s),  to  submit  reports 
and  maintain  records  on  thdr  health  and  environm«ital  effects.  TSCA  therefore,  regulates  chemicals 
or  substances  during  their  entire  lifetime. 

Under  the  authority  of  Section  6  of  TSCA  the  USEPA  developed  regulations  for  the  management 
of  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs).  PCBs  were  historically  used  as  an  insulating  fluid  in 
transformers.  There  are  no  longer  any  PCB-containing  transformers,  capacitors,  or  PCB- 
contaminated  equipment  or  articles  at  NWIRP  Calverton. 
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6.1.9  Executive  Order  11990,  Protection  of  Wetlands 

This  order  of  May  24,  1977  directs  federal  agencies  to  take  action  to  protect  wetlands  on  their 
property  and  mandates  review  of  proposed  actions  on  wetlands  through  procedur^  established  by 
NEPA.  Depending  on  the  ultimate  site  development  plan,  ii^lementation  of  project  components 
could  result  in  the  loss  of  jurisdictional  wetlai^s  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (the 
amount  of  wetlands  filled  would  be  dependent  upon  the  specific  reuse  that  was  selected).  As 
mentioned  in  Subdiapter  6.3,  the  alternative  analysis  for  any  proposed  project  under  the  Raise  Plan 
that  could  potentially  affect  wetlands  must  first  conada  avoiding  impacts  to  wetlands.  Oriy  after 
wetland  impacts  have  been  avoided  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  should  other  mitigative 
measures  be  considered. 

6.1.10  Executive  Order  11988,  Floodplain  Management 

This  ewder  sets  forth  federal  agency  responsibilities  for  reducing  the  risk  of  flood  loss  or  damage  to 
personal  property,  minimizing  the  impact  of  flood  loss,  and  restoring  the  natural  and  beneficial 
fiinctions  of  floodplms.  This  order  was  issued  in  furtherance  of  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Act 
of  1968  and  the  Flood  Disaster  Protection  Act  of  1973.  Plans  or  proposals  for  actions  of  the  Navy 
in  floodplain  areas  would  be  submitted  for  public  review.  Because  redevelopment  areas  on  NWIRP 
Calverton  do  not  lie  within  the  100-year  floodplain,  there  would  have  no  impact  on  floodplains. 

6.1.11  Executive  Order  12898,  Environmental  Justice 

Executive  Order  12898,  ‘Tederal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations 
and  Low-Income  Populations,”  was  signed  on  February  11,  1994.  It  directs  all  federal  departments 
and  agencies  to  incorporate  oivironmaital  justice  in  achieving  thdr  mission.  Each  federal  department 
and  agency  is  to  accompli^  this  by  conducting  programs,  policies,  and  activities  that  substantially 
affect  human  health  or  the  environment  in  a  manner  that  does  not  exclude  communities  fi'om 
participation  in,  deny  communities  the  benefits  of,  or  subject  communities  to  discrimination  under 
such  actions,  because  of  their  race,  color,  or  national  origin. 

As  evaluated  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  12898,  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  the 
proposed  di^>osal  and  reuse  are  not  expected  to  cause  adverse  environmental  or  economic  impacts 
speofic  to  any  groups  or  individuals  fi’om  minority  or  low-income  populations  residing  in  the  study 
area.  Nother  would  any  pasons  be  displaced  as  a  result  of  proposed  disposal  and  reuse  of  the  former 
NWIRP  Calverton. 

In  addition,  the  wide  nuuling  and  the  publication  of  the  newspq)er  notice  announcing  av^ability  of 
the  ori^nal  DEIS  and  (the  upcoming)  FEIS  would  allow  the  general  public,  including  minority  and 
low-income  individuals  and  populations,  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan. 
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6.2  state  and  Local  Plans  and  Policies 

The  Navy  pursues  close  and  harmonious  planning  rdations  with  local  and  regional  agencies  and 
planning  cnnwnisgnns  of  ac^acent  dties,  counties,  and  states  for  cooperation  and  resolution  of  mutual 
land  use  and  environment-related  problems.  In  addition,  coordination  may  be  made  with  state  and 
regional  planning  clearing  houses  as  established  by  Executive  Order  12372  of  1982. 

In  preparing  this  EIS,  relevant  state,  regional,  and  local  agencies  were  contacted  for  information  on 
the  impact  of  the  proposed  disposal  and  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton.  Execution  of  the  proposed 
Reuse  Plan  would  require  financial  incentives,  additional  public  investment,  and  an  appropriate 
governance  structure  to  control  and  implemrat  the  proposed  development. 

6.2.1  State  Environmental  Quality  Review  Act 

In  addition  to  meeting  the  federal  requirement  for  NEPA  this  EIS  was  also  written  to  comply  with 
The  New  York  State  Environmental  Quality  Review  (SEQR)  Act.  When  a  NEPA  EIS  is  pi  opared 
the  SEQR  lead  agency  will  review  the  dociunent  to  ensure  that  all  applicable  subject  areas  cited  in 
the  SEQR  regulations  are  incorporated;  SEQR  findings  based  on  the  Final  EIS  will  also  need  to  be 
made. 

6.2.2  New  York  State  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  System  Act 

The  stated  policy  of  the  New  York  State  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  Rivers  System  Act  (Title  27 
of  Article  15  of  the  Environmental  Conservation  Law  [ECL])  is  that  designated  rivers  of  the  state  and 
their  immediate  environs  possessing  outstanding  values  (natural,  scenic,  ecological,  recrMtional, 
aesthetic,  botanical,  geological,  hydrological,  fish  and  wildlife,  historical,  cultural,  archaeological  and 
scientific)  be  preserved  in  a  fi-ee-flowing  condition  and  be  protected.  As  describ^  in  Subchapter 
3.10,  of  the  Peconic  River  and  three  of  its  tributaries  are  designated  “scenic”  near  NWIRP 

Calverton.  The  “scenic”  designation  is  one  of  thee  classes  of  rivers  defined  in  the  Act: 

“Scenic  rivers  are  generally  free  of  diversions  or  impoundments  vdth  limited  road  access. 
Thdr  river  areas  are  essenti^ly  primitive  and  undeveloped  or  are  used  for  agnculture,  forest 
management  and  other  dispersed  human  activities  which  do  not  in  themselves  substantially 
constrain  public  use  and  aijoyment  of  these  rivers  and  their  environs.  Management  of  scenic 
river  areas  will  be  directed  to  preserving  and  restoring  their  natural  scenic  qualities.  (Part 
666.4  of  Act) 

The  location  of  the  scenic  river  corridor  regulatory  boundary  is  displayed  in  Figure  3-10-1.  It  is 
estimated  that  approximately  526  acres  of  the  site  are  contained  within  the  existing  scenic  river 
corridor.  Within  that  area  much  of  the  development  proposed  within  the  Reuse  Plan  would  not  be 
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able  to  be  developed.  Additional  discussion  about  this  issue  is  provided  in  Subchapter  6.2.4,  the 
Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  use  Plan. 

6.2.3  New  York  State  Freshwater  Wetlands  Act 

Freshwater  wetlands  of  New  York  State  are  protected  under  Article  24  of  the  ECL,  commonly 
known  as  the  Freshwater  Wetlands  Act.  Wetlands  protected  under  Article  24  are  known  as  New 
York  State  regulated  wetlands.  The  regulated  area  includes  the  wetlands  themselves  and  a  protective 
buffer  OT  area  that  extends  100  ft  (30  m)  landward  of  the  wetland  boundary.  All  fi^eshwater 

wetlands  with  an  area  12.4  acres  (5  hectares)  or  greater  are  depicted  on  a  set  of  m^s  published  by 
NYSDEC.  Wetlands  less  than  12.4  acres  (5  hectares)  may  also  be  mapped  if  they  have  unusual  local 
importance  (or  are  located  in  the  Adirondack  PaA);  Four  dasses  of  wetlands  (Class  I,  the  mort 
valuable  through  Class  IV,  the  least  valuable)  have  been  established  and  are  ranked  according  to  their 
ability  to  perform  wetland  functions  and  provide  wetland  benefits.  Vegetative  cover,  ecological 
associations,  special  features,  hydrological  and  pollution  control  features,  distribution  and  location 
are  fectors  cmisidered  in  the  determination  of  wetland  benefit.  Within  the  fenced-in  area  of  NWIRP 
CalvCTton  where  redevelopmatt  would  occur,  there  are  ten  state  regulated  wetlands  -  seven  Class  I, 
two  Class  n,  and  one  Class  IV. 

For  work  to  be  conducted  in  the  wetland  or  its  buffer  area,  a  permit  must  be  first  be  obtained  from 
NYSDEC.  However,  such  permits  are  granted  only  when  it  can  be  proven  that  no  feasible 
alternatives  exist  to  the  proposed  activity. 

6.2.4  Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan 

The  Central  Pine  Barrens  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan  was  prepared  pursuant  to  the  Long  Island 
Pine  Barrens  Protection  Act  of  1993  and  established  a  set  of  policies,  programs,  and  standards  to 
protect,  preserve,  and  enhance  the  functional  integrity  of  the  “Central  Pine  Barrens”  ecosystem  of 
Long  Island. 

As  shown  in  Figure  3.1-3,  most  of  the  fenced-in  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  is  designated  as 
Compatible  Growth  Area  (CGA).  Approximately  438  acres  (177  hectares)  in  the  western  portion 
of  the  fenced  area  were  designated  Core  Preservation  Area  (CPA)  in  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan.  The 
southeast  and  southwest  buffer  zones  are  part  of  the  CPA;  the  northern  buffer  is  part  of  Ae  CGA. 
The  Reuse  Plan  has  designated  the  site’s  western  lands  as  Pine  Barrens  Core  Preservation  Area, 
consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan.  The  remainder  of  the  site  in  the  Compatible  Growth  Areas 
would  also  be  considered  conastent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan  ,  assuming  that  the  activities  are 
consistent  with  Pine  Barrens  Plan  development  standards  and  that  zoning  is  considered  consistent 
with  the  Plan  by  the  CPB  JP&PC . 
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That  porti(Mi  of  the  Peconic  River  Scenic  Corridor  on  NWIRP  Calverton  was  specifically  addres^ 
in  the  Findings  Statement  for  the  Central  Pine  Barrens  Plan.  EssentiaUy,  it  is  stated  that  the  Pine 
Barrens  Commission  (CPBJP&PC)  would  support  and  recommend  that  the  northerly  boundary  of 
the  scenic  river  area  figure  3.10-1)  within  the  Compatible  Growth  Area  of  NWIRP  Calverton  be 
moved  to  a  point  coterminous  with  the  Core  Preservation  Area  boundary  line,  under  the  Mowing 
conditions: 

•  adherence  to  the  Pine  Barrens  standards  and  guiddines  through  adoption  of  a  planned 
deveiq)ment  district  (PDD)  or,  in  other  words,  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD) 
that  is  consistent  with  the  Pine  Barrens  Plan;  and 

•  iiKX)rporationofpIans  for  wastewater  treatment  plant  infi-astructu^ 

the  Calverton  STP. 

ffthese  conditions  were  met,  the  scaiic  corridor  could  be  relocated  outside  the  fenced-in  area,  south 
of  Swan  Pond/Grumman  Boulevard  where  development  would  occur  and  would  therefore  pose  r  o 
restriction  to  Reuse  Plan  implementation.  The  Reuse  Plan  complies  with  the  pine  barrens  standards 
in  general;  however,  it  does  not  specifically  address  improvements  to  the  Calverton  STP  but  rather 
proposes  a  new  STP  in  the  future.  If  the  scenic  corridor  boundary  did  not  change,  redevelopment  of 
the  site  as  proposed  in  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be  severely  restricted  on  those  lands  within  the  corridor. 


6.2.5  Peconic  Estuary  Program 

In  1987  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  was  amended  to  provide  for  creation  of  a  National  Estu^ 
Program  (NEP)  to  promote  long-term  planning  and  management  in  nationally  significant  estuaries 
fhat  are  by  poUufion,  devdopment,  or  overuse  (LIRPB,  1993).  The  Peconic  Estuary  was 

in  S^tember,  1991 .  The  Peconic  Estuary  contains  a  large  variety  of  natural  communities, 
from  upland  pine  barrens  along  the  Peconic  River  to  soft-bottom  benthos  in  the  bays.  There  is  a 
larger  percentage  of  undisturbed  habitats  and  a  greater  diversity  of  natural  communities  within  this 
watershed  than  anywhere  else  in  the  coastal  zone  of  New  York  State  (Sufiblk  County  Department 
of  Health  Services  OfiBce  of  Ecology  [SCDHS],  1995). 

A  Comprehensive  and  Management  Plan  (CCMP)  for  the  Peconics  is  to  be  prepared;  at  the  time  of 
preparing  this  EIS  a  preliminary  plan,  or  working  draft,  was  available  (SCDHS).  The  PEP  CCMP 
identified  three  overall  goals: 

•  to  protect  and  inprove  the  Peconic  Estuary  system  water  quality  to  ensure  a  healthy 
and  diverse  marine  community; 

•  to  ensure  an  effective  technical,  regulatory  and  administrative  fi’amework  for  the 
continued  monitoring  and  management  of  the  Peconic  Estuary  study  area;  and 
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•  to  broadm  and  generalize  the  recommwided  water  quality  policy,  administrative  and 
regulatory  framework  so  that  lessons  learned  from  the  Peconic  Estuary  system  will 
serve  as  a  model  for  other  estuaries  that  may  experience  similar  problems. 

More  ^>edfic  objectives  include; 

•  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  int^rity  of  the  ecosystems  and  natural  resources  present 
in  the  study  area; 

•  to  optimize  opportunities  for  water-dependent  recreation; 

•  to  promote,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  the  social  and  economic  benefits 
associated  with  the  Peconic  Estuary; 

•  to  minimize  health  risks  from  human  consumption  of  shellfish  and  finfish;  and 

•  to  promote,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  public  awareness  and  involvement  in 
estuarine  management  issues. 

As  discussed  in  Subch^ter  3. 10,  tlw  CCMP  identified  the  Calverton  STP  as  one  of  concern  because 
of  its  direct  discharge  into  the  environmentally  sensitive  Peconic  River  with  respect  to  nitrogen 
loadings.  However,  a  prior  study  published  in  1988  by  SCDHS  known  as  the  Brown  Tide 
Comprdiaisive  Assessment  and  Management  Program  (BTCAMP)  identified  that  the  most  significant 
of  all  controllable  nitrogen  loadings  in  terms  of  impact  on  the  estuarine  system  is  the  Riverhead 
Sewage  Treatment  Plant  (STP);  this  impact  is  due  to  the  concentrated  nature  of  the  disch^ge  near 
the  mouth  of  the  Peconic  \^iere  tidal  flushing  is  poor.  The  CCMP  identified  as  two  action  items  the 
modification  of  the  SPDES  permit  for  Calverton  with  a  defined  nitrogen  limit  and  subsequent 
monitoring  requirements  of  the  discharge.  These  action  items  were  identified  prior  to  the 
development  and  publication  of  the  Reuse  Plan  evaluated  in  this  EIS. 

BTCAMP  also  recommended  more  stringent  land  use  controls  for  the  Peconic  River,  such  as  two- 
acre  zoning  for  the  groundwater-contributing  area  of  which  the  fenced-in  portion  of  NWIRP 
Calverton  is  a  considered  a  part. 

The  CCMP  also  recommended  the  continuation  of  setbacks  of 250  ft  (76  m)  for  new  building  in  the 
scenic  portion  of  the  Peconic  River  and  limiting  development  within  100  ft  (30  m)  of  freshwater 
wetlands. 

6.2.6  Special  Groundwater  Protection  Area 

In  1992,  the  Long  Island  Comprehensive  Special  Groundwater  Protection  Area  (SGPA)  Plan  ^ong 
Island  Re^onal  Planning  Board  [LIRPB],  1992)  was  prepared  to  assist  in  the  further  protection  of 
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groundwater  resources  in  Suflfolk/Nassau  region.  Approved  in  1993  by  NYSDEC,  the  plan  requires 
that  new  land  uses  produce  no  net  increase  in  the  levds  of  polluting  constituents  in  the  groundwater 
supply. 

For  Suffolk  County,  the  LIRPB  established  nine  Spedal  Groundwater  Protection  Areas  (SGPAs) 
with  ^)edfic  requirements  fw  land  use  activities  and  groundwater.  NWIRP  Calverton  lies  completely 
within  the  Central  Suffcdk  SCffA.  The  fenced-in  area  and  iKHthem  buffer  are  in  the  northern  part  of 
the  SGPA;  the  southern  buffer  zones  are  in  the  southern  part  of  SGPA.  SGPAs  are  considered 
critical  environmental  areas  (CEAs)  pursuant  to  the  SEQR.  A  CEA  is  “a  ^>ectfic  geographic  area 
\fy  a  state  or  local  agency,  having  exceptional  or  unique  characteristics  that  make  the  area 
environmentally  important  (Section  617.2  (I)  of  Title  6  New  York  Codes  of  Rules  and  Regulations 
[NYCRR]. 

Sdected  recommendations  from  the  SGPA  Plan  for  the  town  of  Riverhead  (unless  otherwise  noted) 
for  the  area  near  NWIRP  Calverton  include  the  following: 

•  Along  with  Suffolk  County,  expand  the  existing  agricultural  preserve; 

•  Am^  the  town  zoning  ordinance  requiring  five-acre  (two-hectare)  minimum  lot  size 
for  all  farmland  in  the  SGPA; 

•  Require  clustering  of  new  development  in  the  town  where  transfer  of  development 
(TDR)  is  infeasible; 

•  Place  excess  lands  at  the  National  Cemetery  and  in  the  NWIRP  Calverton  buffer 
zones  in  a  protected  category  and  retain  them  as  open  space; 

•  Reduce  the  amount  of  industrially-zoned  land  and  concentrate  these  uses  at  the  end 
of  the  Long  Island  Expressway, 

•  Review  and  amend  the  town  zoning  ordinance  to  preclude  expansion  of  commercial 
activities  beyond  the  existing  limits  in  the  SGPA. 

6.2.7  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species  of  Fish  and  Wildlife;  Species  of  Special 
Concern 

The  New  York  State  endangered  species  legislation,  enacted  in  1970,  was  designed  to  complement 
the  Federal  Endango'ed  Spedes  Act  by  authorizing  NYSDEC  to  adopt  the  federal  endangered  species 
list  so  that  prohibitions  of  possesaon  or  sale  of  federally  listed  spedes  and  products  could  be  enforced 
by  state  enforcement  agents.  The  state  list  can  therefore  include  species  that  while  plentiful 
elsewhere,  are  endangered  in  New  York.  The  law  was  amended  in  1981  to  authorize  the  adoption 
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of  a  list  of  threatened  spedes  that  would  receive  protection  amilar  to  endangered  species.  In  addition 
to  the  threatened  spodes  list,  NYSDEC  also  adopted  a  list  of  species  of  special  concern,  species  for 
which  a  risk  of  endangerment  has  been  documented  by  NYSDEC.  As  described  in  Subchapter 
3. 1 1 .3,  there  are  six  NYS-listed  threatened  and  endangered  species  (three  animal,  three  plant)  in  the 
fenced-in  area  of  NWIRP  Calverton. 

6.2.8  Suffolk  County  Sanitary  Code 

Suffolk  County  Department  of  Health  Services  is  the  lead  agency  in  the  area  of  potable  well  puinping 
and  wastewater  discharges  and  is  re^wnsible  for  in^rection  of  plant  operations,  treatment  facilities 
and  dVhargfts  potable  watw  supply  distribution  systems  and  water  quality  monitoring.  Article  6  of 
the  code  regulates  overall  allowable  densities  for  residential  and  nonresidential  projects,  and  it 
establishes  maviminn  sewage  flow  requirements.  In  Article  7  specific  limitations  are  defined  on  the 
mavimiiTn  volume  of  chemicals  that  may  be  stored  in  deep  groundwater  recharge  areas.  Specific 
restrictions  on  the  construction  of  storage  facilities  for  toxic  and  hazardous  materials  are  defined  in 
Article  12  of  the  county  code. 

6.2.9  Riverhead  Noise  Ordinance 

The  Riverfiead  town  code  includes  a  noise  ordinance  that  regulates  noise  levels  and  identifies 
maYimiim  permissible  noise  levels  by  the  land  use  class  of  the  receiving  property  (Subchapter  3.6). 

The  sound  source  is  based  on  various  categories  of  property  such  as  residential,  commercial,  or 
industrial  property.  Similar  categories  are  used  to  define  different  sound  receiving  properties.  The 
(H'dinaiKe  does  not  aUow  or  permit  the  operation  of  any  source  of  sound  on  a  particular  category  of 
property  or  public  land  or  right-of-way  in  a  manner  as  to  create  a  sound  level  that  exceeds  the 
maximum  permissible  sound  pressure  levels  measured  within  the  receiving  property  (Table  3.6-3). 
However,  a  variance  to  the  town  noise  code  could  be  applied  on  case-by-case  basis,  and  the  Town 
Board  could  grant  or  deny  the  application  through  certain  procedures,  including  public  hearing. 
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The  disposal  and  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton  in  accordance  with  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse 
Plan,  the  preferred,  locally  developed  alternative,  would  result  in  the  following  unavoidable  adverse 
effects  based  on  the  assumptions  made  concerning  development  as  described  in  Chapter  2  and 
potoitial  impacts  discussed  in  Chapter  4. 

7.1  Transportation 

Implementation  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  result  in  substantial  impacts  at  several  study  area 
intersections.  However,  as  noted  in  Chapter  5,  mitipive  measures  can  be  applied  which  ^1  provide 
operation  similar  to  fiiture  baseline  conditions,  without  the  project.  To  mitigate  the  project  impacts 
at  Rocky  Point  Road  and  North  Country  Road  (Location  1)  substantial  land  acquisition  due  to  the 
flHjari>nt  development  would  likely  be  required.  Heavy  background  traffic  growth  would  also  likely 
necessitate  intersection  improvements,  regardless  of  the  project,  based  on  a  review  of  future 
operations.  Therefore,  it  is  anticipated  that  future  intersection  improvements  required  to 
accommodate  the  projected  future  vehicular  traffic  without  the  project  would  likely  negate  the  need 
fi)r  the  project-specific  mitigation  defined  in  Chapter  5. 

7.2  Noise 

Increased  noise  levels  fi-om  operation  of  the  GA/cargo  airport  as  part  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  be 
unavoidable  and  adverse,  but  are  not  conadered  significant  due  to  their  relatively  small  increases  and 
the  small  land  areas  affected  outside  of  the  existing  buffer  zones. 

7.3  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Environment 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  Reuse  Plan  would  reduce  potential  habitat  for  certain  species  on  the 
site  like  the  white-tailed  deer;  however,  the  deer  population  has  already  exceeded  the  carrying 
edacity  of  the  site  since  the  deer  have  no  natural  predators  and  they  are  unable  to  move  out  of  the 
fenced-in  area  on  thdr  own.  A  mitigative  measure  to  reduce  potential  conflicts  with  the  Reuse  Plan, 
a  population  control  plan,  is  described  in  Chapter  5. 
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8  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT¬ 
TERM  USES  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE 
ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


Implementation  of  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Reuse  Plan  at  M  WIRP  Calverton  would  result  in 
the  redevdopment  of  the  site  from  its  existing  condition  into  a  new  development.  Construction  and 
operation  of  this  proposed  development  would  generate  new  jobs  and  tax  revenues  for  the  town  of 
Riverhead  and  surrounding  communities;  access  to  space  “within  the  fence”  would  be  increased; 
existing  open  space  opportunities  would  be  enhanced  givdi  local  control  of  the  buffer  zones. 
Consequently,  the  project  would  be  eijq)ected-to  ediance  long-term  productivity  in  Riverhead  and  the 
local  communities. 

During  the  construction  phase  of  Reuse  Plan  implementation,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  there  would 
be  some  short-term  adverse  impacts.  These  would  include  some  vehicular  traffic  disruptions, 
increased  noise  levels  associated  with  construction  activities  including  noise  from  construction 
equipment,  and  diminution  of  air  quality  due  to  furtive  dust  and  vehicular  emissions. 

The  longer  term  significant  negative  impact  would  be  increased  traffic  volumes  on  roads  not  able  to 
accommodate  the  projected  trips.  The  Reuse  Plan  would  also  increase  sewage,  water  usage,  and 
energy  consumption.  None  of  these  issues  would  be  expected  to  adversely  affect  long-term 
productivity. 

Positive  consequences  of  implementing  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  would  include  the  provision 
for  productive  use  of  land  that  would  otherwise  be  occupied  by  vacant  buildings  that  could  have  a 
potentially  blighting  influence  on  nearby  properties  including  some  residential  neighborhoods. 
Completion  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  produce  new  employment  opportunities  and  increase  tax 
revenues.  Disposal  of  the  buffer  zones  to  NYSDEC  would  allow  for  the  long  term  control  and 
conservation  of  these  managed  lands  to  the  benefit  of  the  general  public. 
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9  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 


While  in^Iemoitiiig  the  Calverton  Enterprise  Park  Rwse  Plan  would  bring  important  benefits  to  the 
Town  of  Riverhead  and  the  surrounding  area,  nonrenewable  resources  would  be  consumed  during 
the  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project.  Since  the  reuse  of  these  resources 
is  imposrible,  they  must  be  considered  irreversibly  and  irretrievably  committed  to  the  development 
of  the  proposed  project.  The  finite  resources  that  would  be  irretrievably  committed  by 
inqilonentation  of  the  Reuse  Plan  are  esqiendaUe  materials,  such  as  steel,  concrete  and  glass,  lumber, 
and  fud  and  energy  used  during  construction  of  the  proposed  development,  as  well  as  supplies  and 
enogy  resources  On  the  fmm  i^gas  and  electridty  for  heating  and  cooling)  necessary  to  operate  and 
nuiintain  it  after  construction. 

The  land  use  changes  associated  v.  ith  the  development  of  the  preferred  Reuse  Plan  on  the  former 
NWIRP  Calverton  site  may  also  be  considered  an  irreverrible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  the  site 
as  a  land  resource.  Further,  private  funds  committed  to  the  design,  construction,  and  operation  of 
the  proposed  redevelopment  would  not  be  available  for  other  projects.  The  disposal  of  construction 
dd}ris  would  also  result  in  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  landfill  or  other  solid  waste 
disposal  capacity. 

The  public  services  to  be  provided  in  connection  with  the  proposed  development  of  NWIRP 
Calverton  (e.g.,  police  and  fire  protection  services)  would  also  constitute  resource  commitments. 
These  public  services  might  otherwise  be  available  for  use  by  other  programs  or  projects  although 
the  Reuse  Plan  components  would  also  be  expected  to  generate  sufiBcient  tax  revenues  to  provide 
public  funding  of  other  activities  in  the  future.  The  human  labor  expended  for  development  and 
operation  of  the  Reuse  Plan  would  also  be  considered  irrevocable  commitment. 
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10  PUBLIC  REVIEW  PROCESS  AND  RESPONSE  TO 
COMMENTS 


Public  invdvemait  in  the  review  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (DEISs)  is  stipulated  in 
40  CFR  Part  1503  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality’s  (CEQ)  regulations  implementing  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  and  in  OPNAVINST  5090.  IB.  These  regidations  and 
guidance  provide  for  active  solicitation  of  public  comment  via  scoping  meetings,  public  comment 
periods,  and  public  hearings.  This  chapter  is  prepared  to  respond  to  the  specific  questions  and 
comments  raised  by  individual  commentors  during  the  public  comment  period  on  the  ZVq/? 
Envirwmental  Impact  Statement  -  Disposal  and  Reuse  of  Naval  Weapons  Industrial  Reserve  Plant, 
Calverton,  New  York. 


10.1  Public  Review  Process 

10.1.1  Filing  and  Distribution  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

The  formal  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an  EIS  for  disposal  and  reuse  of  NWIRP  Calverton  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  March  26, 1996.  The  public  scoping  meeting  was  held  on  April 
10, 1996  at  the  Ramada  Inn  -  East  End,  on  Route  25  in  Riverhead,  NY. 

Upon  publication  of  a  formal  Notice  of  AvailabUity  by  USEPA  in  the  Federal  Register,  the  45-day 
public  review  period  for  the  DEIS  will  commence.  The  DEIS  will  be  distributed  to  ofBcials  of 
federal,  state,  and  local  governments,  citizen  groups  and  associations,  and  other  interested  parties. 

10.1.2  Public  Review  Period  and  Public  Hearings 

The  remainder  of  this  portion  of  the  DEIS  will  be  finalized  after  completion  of  the  public  review 
period. 
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ACM 

Asbestos-Containing  Material 

ADSB 

Aircraft  Development  Support  Building 

AOC 

Area  of  Concern 

AST 

Above  Ground  Storage  Tartk 

ASV 

Annual  Service  Volumes 

ATP 

Aircraft  Technical  Pubiishers 

ATR 

Automatic  Traffic  Recorder 

AV 

Assessed  Value 

AVO 

Average  Vehicle  Occupancy 

AWSACS 

Air  Warning  Support  and  Control  Systems 

BEA 

Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis 

Bldg(s) 

Buikfing(s) 

BLS 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 

BMP 

Best  Management  Practices 

BP 

Before  Present 

BRAC 

Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act 

BTCAMP 

Brown  Tide  Comorehensive  Assessment  and  Management  Program 

CAA 

Clean  Air  Act 

CAAA 

Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990 

CART 

Championship  Auto  Racing  Teams 

CCMP 

Comprehensive  Conservation  and  Management  Plan 

CDA 

Community  Development  Agency 

CEAs 

Critical  Environmental  Areas 

CEQ 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

CERCLA 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability 

Act 

CERFA 

Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act 

CGA 

Compatible  Growth  Area 

CFR 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

CLEAN 

Comprehensive  Long-Term  Environmental  Action  Navy 

CO 

Carbon  Monoxide 

COE 

Corps  of  Engineers  (US  Army) 

CPA 

Core  Preservation  Area 

CPBJP&PC 

Comprehensive  Pine  Barrens  Joint  Planning  and  Policy  Commission 

CWA 

Clean  Water  Act 

dB 

Decibel 

dBA 

Decibel  (A  Scale) 

DEIS 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

DNL 

Day-night  Average  Sound  Level 

DoD 

Deoartment  of  Defense 
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EB 

Eastbound 

EBS 

Environmental  Baseline  Survey 

ECE 

Environmental  Compliance  Evaluation 

ECL 

Environmental  Conservation  Law 

EDA 

EcorKMTiic  Development  Administration 

EIS 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

EMS 

Emergency  Medical  Services 

EO 

Executive  Order 

EPNL 

Effective  Perceived  Noise  Level 

EW 

Electronic  Warfare 

FAA 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

FBO 

Fixed  Base  Operators 

FEiS 

Final  Envvonmerrtal  Impact  Statement 

FEMA 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

FHWA 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

FIC 

Federal  Interagency  Committee 

FOSL 

Finding  of  Suitabiiity  to  Lease 

FOST 

Findina  of  Suitability  to  Transfer 

FS 

Feasibility  Study 

FTZ 

Foreign  Trade  Zones 

FY 

Fiscal  Year 

GA 

General  Aviation 

GIS 

Geographic  Information  System 

GOCO 

Government  Owned  Contractor  Operated 

aptn 

Gallons  Per  Minute 

HCM 

Highway  Capacity  Manual 

HS 

High  School 

HR&A 

Hamilton,  Rabinovitz  &  Alschuler,  Inc. 

HWSA 

Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  Amendment 

HUD 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

IAS 

Initial  Assessment  Study 

ICSP 

Industrial  Communities  Site  Program 

ILS/MLS 

Instrument  Landing  System/Microwave  Landing  System 

IMSA 

International  Motorsports  Association 

INM 

Integrated  Noise  Model 

IR 

Installation  Restoration 

ITE 

Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers 

IWTF 

Industrial  Waste  T reatment  Facility 

kv 

Kilovolts 

kw 

Kilowatts  _ _ _ _ _ _ — 
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Day-Night  Sound  Level 

u 

Equivalent  Sound  Level 

LBP 

Lead-t>ased  Paint 

UE 

Long  Island  Expressway 

ULCO 

Long  Island  Lighting  Company 

URPB 

Long  Island  Regional  Planning  Board 

URR 

Long  Island  Railroad 

LOS 

Level  of  Service 

MOA 

Memorandum  of  Agreement 

mph 

Miles  Per  Hour 

NAAQS 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

NAMU 

Naval  Aircraft  Modification  Unft 

NAVFAC 

Northern  Division  Naval  Facilities 

NAVFACINST 

Naval  Facilities  Instruction 

NB 

Northbound 

NEESA 

Naval  Energy  and  Environmental  Support  Activity 

NEP 

National  Estuary  Program 

NEPA 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NHPA 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

NO* 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 

NO, 

Nitrogen  Oxides 

NOI 

Notice  of  Intent 

NORTHNAVFACENGCOM 

Northern  Division  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

NPDES 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

NUS 

NUS  Corporation 

NWI 

National  Wetlands  Inventory 

NWIRP 

Naval  Weapons  Industrial  Reserve  Plant 

NYNHP 

New  York  Natural  Heritage  Program 

NYS 

New  York  State 

NYSDEC 

New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

NYSDOT 

New  York  State  Department  of  T ransportation 

NYSPDES 

New  York  State  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

O3 

Ozone 

O&M 

Operations  and  Maintenance 

OPRHP 

Office  of  Parks  Recreation  and  Historic  Preservation 

OU 

Ooerable  Unit 

I 
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PA 

Preliminary  Assessment 

PASNY 

Power  Authority,  State  of  New  York 

Pb 

Lead 

PBRC 

Pine  Barrens  Review  Commission 

PCB 

Polychloiiruited  Bipher^ 

PDD 

Planned  Development  District 

PEM 

Palustrine  Emergent  Wetlands 

PEP 

Peconic  Estuary  Program 

PL 

Public  Law 

PM 

Particulate  Matter 

ppm 

Parts  per  MHIion 

PUD 

Planned  Unit  Development 

RA 

Remedial  Action 

RASP 

Regional  Aviation  System  Plans 

RFA 

RCRA  Facilities  Assessment 

RFI 

RCRA  Facility  Investigation 

RCRA 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 

RI/FS 

Remedial  InvestigationyFeasibility  Study 

RIMS 

Regional  Input/Output  Model  Sy^em 

ROMA 

Record  of  Non-applicability 

ROD 

Record  of  Decision 

RDT4E 

Research,  Development,  Test,  and  Evaluation 

RV 

Recreational  Vehicle 

RWD 

Riverhead  Water  District 

SB 

Southbound 

SCCA 

Sports  Car  Club  of  America 

SCDHS 

Suffolk  County  Department  of  Health  Services 

SCWA 

Suffolk  County  Water  Authority 

SDWA 

Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 

SEL 

Sound  Exposure  Level 

SEQRA 

State  Environmental  Quality  Review  Act 

SGPA 

Special  Groundwater  Protection  Area 

SHPO 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

SI 

Site  Investigation 

SIP 

State  Implementation  Program 

SOj 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

STP 

Sewage  Treatment  Plant 

sqft 

Square  Feet 

sq  m 

Square  Meters 

SVOC 

Semi-volatile  Organics 

SWMU 

Solid  Waste  Manaaement  Unit 

11-4 


Acronyms 


NWIRP  Calverton 


TAMS 

TAMS  Consultants,  Inc. 

TDR 

Transfer  of  Development 

TSCA 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

TIF 

Tax  Increment  Financing  Distrids 

tpy 

Tons  Per  Year 

TSD 

Treatment,  Storage,  and  Disposal 

TSP 

Total  Susoended  Particulates 

USDA 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

USEPA 

United  States  Environmental  Pratedion  Agency 

USFWS 

United  States  Fish  and  VWHdiife  Service 

USHUD 

Untted  States  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

UST 

Underaround  Storage  T ank 

VMS 

Variable  Message  Signs 

VOC 

Voiatile  Organic  Chemicais 

VORTAC 

Visuai  Omnodirection  Range  Tadicai  Air  Control 

vph 

Vehicles  Per  Hour 

WB 

Westbound 

\ 
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633  East  Main  Street 
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FEASIBILITY  OF  CIVIL  AVIATION  REUSE  OF 
NWmP  CALVERTON 


NWIRP  Calverton 


B.1  Introduction 

As  part  of  the  Enviroimental  bnpact  Statemmt  (EIS)  being  prepared  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy 
for  the  transfer  of  the  Naval  We^ns  Industrial  Reserve  Plrot  (NIVIRP)  at  Calverton  to  a  public 
entity,  it  is  necessary  to  evaluate  the  reasonableness  of  continued  aviation  use  of  the  facility  in  the 
alternatives  analysis.  A  muld-stq)  process  was  used  to  assess  the  alternative  and  is  described  below. 


B.2  Analysis  of  Existing  and  Future  Aviation  Demand  and  Capacity  of 
the  Region 

An  evaluation  of  the  feasibility  of  crmverting  the  NWIRP  Calverton  facility  to  a  civilian  use  airport 
was  conducted.  This  evaluation  considered  the  site  as  a  potential  addition  to  New  York’s  Long 
Island  regional  airport/airspace  system.  The  analysis  considered  several  issues,  including: 

•  Future  airport  sponsorship; 

•  Existing  and  projected  demand  at  regional  airports; 

•  Potential  role  in  the  r^onal  aviation  system  for  Calverton; 

•  Interest  in  air  cargo/freight  operations; 

•  Interest  in  general  aviation  operations;  and 

•  Airspace  considerations  and  instrument  approach  operations  capability; 

An  inventory  of  air  cargo/freight  activity  and  general  aviation  demand  was  conducted  to  establish 
baseline  conditions  for  evaluating  the  feasibility  of  rising  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  as  a  future 
civilian  airport.  Air  carrierAxMnmerdal  passengo*  acti\ity  was  not  considered  due  to  a  lack  of  interest 
and  donand.  Federal,  State  and  local  governments  and  regional  aviation  planners  were  contacted  to 
obtain  current  information  on  the  regional  perspective  and  on  an  individual  airport  basis.  The  most 
recent  study  obtained  fw  the  Long  Island  region’s  airports  was  the  New  York  State  Aviation  Activity 
Forecasts  Stucfy,  published  in  May  1992  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation 
(NYSDOT).  This  document  provided  the  most  comprehensive  information  regarding  the  demand 
and  capacity  of  the  region’s  existing  aN^ation  facilities.  This  document  gathered  data  for  60  of  the 
state’s  62  counties  based  on  a  review  of  seven  regional  aviation  system  plans  (RASPs).  Potential 
uso^  (cargo  forwarders  and  cargo  carriers)  of  these  facilities  and  fixed  base  operators  (FBOs)  were 
also  contacted.  All  of  the  above  were  interviewed  between  May  17  and  May  22,  1996  and  were 
asked  a  series  of  questions  to  verify  or  supplement  the  database  with  demand/capacity  information. 
Copies  of  these  questions  are  included  at  the  end  of  this  report. 
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Disposal  and  Reuse  ■  ■  . . 

B.2.1  Potential  Sponsorship  for  Calverton 

A  kw  coQsideratkMi  in  the  vitality  of  a  system  of  airports  is  the  local,  municipal  or  S^e  ^nsorship 
of  these  airports,  or  their  designation  as  reliever  airports,  both  of  which  allow  their  eligibility  for  F AA 
fiinding.  In  order  for  Calverttm  to  function  eflfectivdy  as  part  of  the  regional  syst^  it  murt  have 
a  public  sponsor.  The  Town  of  Riverhead  officials  have  recently  indicated  interest  in  becommg  the 
public  sponsor  of  Calverton  as  a  mfaced-use  fadlity  ^ch  indudes  the  preservation  of  one  of  the 
facility’s  two  runways.  Runway  14/32. 


B.2.2  Existing  Aviation  Demand/Capacity 

TaWe  B-1  the  existing  aviation  demand/cs^adty  of  local  airports  in  the  vicinity  of  the 

NWIRP  Calverton  site  as  presented  in  existing  reports.  The  airports  sd^ed  represent  those  facilities 
that  could  potentially  be  affected  either  geographically  or  in  terms  of  their  aviation  role,  if  a  public-use 
airport  were  constructed  at  Calverton. 

Based  on  data  in  Table  B-1,  general  aviation  airports  in  the  vicinity  show  a  healthy  demand  for 
additional  fecilities  for  based  aircraft  in  the  Long  Island  area.  Interviews  with  fixed  base  operators 
and  airport  managers  revealed  that  a  number  of  pilots  are  on  waiting  lists  to  either  hangar  or  tie-down 
their  planes.  Two  regional  general  a\dation  facilities.  East  Hampton  and  Republic  Airports,  ^e 
currently  operating  at  77  percent  and  73  percent  of  their  annual  service  volumes  (ASV),  respectively. 
These  two  are  followed  closely  by  Long  Island  MacArthur  Airport  at  65  percent,  the  region  s 
commercial  service  airport.  In  general,  the  capacity  of  these  selected  Long  Island  region  ai^rts 
combined  was  at  56.4  percent  in  1989.  Airports  that  have  reached  or  exceeded  80  percent  of  their 
ASV  typically  experience  significant  operating  delays  and  congestion.  Therefore,  planmrig  for 
capadty  enhaiKXinents/irrpovements  should  be  taken  to  the  implementation  stage  prior  to  an  airport 
reaching  80  percent  of  the  facility’s  ASV. 


B.2.3  Projected  Aviation  Demand/Capacity 

Table  B-2  summarizes  the  projected  aviation  demand/capacity  of  airports  in  the  vicinity  of  Calverton 
as  forecast  by  existing  studies.  Once  again,  the  airports  identified  are  those  that  could  potentially  be 
affected  either  geographically  or  in  terms  of  its  aviation  role  in  the  Long  Island  region. 

As  shown  in  TaWe  B-2,  the  two  general  aviation  airports  of  Brookhaven  ai^  Republic  are  expected 
to  reach  over  80  percent  of  thdr  annual  service  volume  in  terms  of  operating  capacity  by  2017.  In 
feet,  Brookhaven  shows  a  71-percent  increase  in  the  percentage  of  total  operating  ASV  being  uti^^ 
between  1989  and  2017.  Long  Island  MacArthur  Airport  is  projected  to  reach  W  percent  of  its  ASV 
by  2017  and  perhaps  sooner,  unless  improvements  are  made  to  alleviate  the  situation 
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Table  B-1 

Easting  Aviation  Demand/Capadty 
IncUvidual/Regional  Airports  Perspecfive,  1 989 


Airport 

Demai 
(operations  -  ta 
landini 

xi* 

ke  ofte  and 

J8) 

Capacity 

Based 

Aircraft* 

Passenger 

GA 

ASV* 

Op6% 

ofASV 

Brookhaven 

— 

57.9% 

207 

East  Hampton 

43,200 

77.3% 

128 

Long  Island  MacArthur 

34,040 

164,195 

303,000 

65.4% 

383 

MattHuck  Airbase 

400 

12,000 

91,200 

13.6% 

42 

Republic 

- 

196,705 

270,000 

72.9% 

501 

Suffolk  County 

655 

92,822 

230,000 

40.6% 

49 

TOTAL 

78,295 

662,572 

1,312,500 

56.4% 

1,310 

Source:  New  York  State  AviaBon  AcGvky  Forecasts  Study,  Appendix  HA  NYSDOT,  May  1992. 
Airline  activity  is  reflected  here  to  provide  operations  data  inctudes  cargo  activity  since  only  cargo 
carried  in  the  bellies  of  air  carrier/air  taxi  aircraft  was  reported  by  NYSDOT. 

Source:  Ibid., Exhibit  11.1 1 ,  pgs.  11-30  and  11-31 .  _ 
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Table  B-2 


Projected  Aviation  DemandA^apacity 
Individual/Regional  Airports  Peispoctivo,  2017 


Airport 

Demand* 

(operations  -  take  off  and 
landings) 

Capai 

dty 

Based 

Aircrair** 

Passenger 

GA 

ASV** 

Op6% 
of  ASV 

Brookhaven 

219,400 

270.000 

81.3% 

257 

Eaet  Hampton 

4.120 

67,900 

108.300 

66.5% 

159 

Long  Isiand  MacArthur 

64.200 

207,700 

303,000 

89.7% 

393 

Mattituck  Airbase 

— 

17,100 

91,200 

18.8% 

52 

Republic 

— 

219,800 

270,000 

81.4% 

560 

Suffolk  County 

135,100 

230,000 

58.7% 

61 

TOTAL 

68,320 

867,000 

1,312,500 

71.3% 

1,482 

»  VnHt  Auiahnn  ACtMn  rOTBCaSlS  OlUUy,  CAiiiwra  i»  --  ^  - - T  ’  .  ' 

1992.  ^riine  activity  is  reflected  here  to  provide 

only  cargo  carried  in  the  bellies  of  air  carrier/air  taxi  aircraft  was  reported  by  NYSDOT. 

Source:  Ibid..  Exhibit  V1.1 ,  pgs.  VI-3  and  VM. 

Source:  Ibid., Exhibit  V.2.  pg.V-8. 
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Overall,  the  »nniiiil  service  volumes  of  these  selected  &cilities  coiid>ined  is  anticipated  to  equal  71.3 
percent  which  indicates  that  little  excess  opotiting  ciq)acity  exists  among  these  six  airports.  Only 
Mattituck  Airbase  and  Suffer  County  Airport  have  excess  operating  c^radty  of  81  pea-c^t  and  41 
percent,  re^>ectivdy. 

Aircraft  storage  ciqracity  is  a  significant  issue  at  several  airports  on  Long  Island  and  it  will  continue 
to  be  an  issue  unl^  m^or  improvements  or  additioiud  ftdlities  are  developed  in  the  near  future. 
These  six  airports  are  project^  to  e}q)erience  a  13  percent  mcrease  in  the  nundrer  of  thdr  based 
aircraft  by  the  Year  2017.  Four  of  these  m  (Brord^ven,  East  Hampton,  Mattituck  Airbase  and 
Sufi^k  Couiny)  are  prelected  to  experience  the  greatest  growth  in  based  aircraft  in  the  region,  with 
increases  of  iq^xoximatdy  24  percent  each  v^e  Republic  Airport  will  be  limited  to  12  percent  and 
Ixmg  Island  NbcArtfaur  to  3  percent  growth  by  2017.  Republic  Airport  is  a  first-ring  reliever  facility 
to  the  New  Yoric  M^opolitan  Airport  System  and  is  anticipated  to  expoience  difficulty  in 
accommodating  any  further  demand.  Long  Island  MacArthur  Airport  is  anticipated  to  experience 
smilar  capacity  {MX)Uans  by  2017  and  likely  sooner,  unless  improvements  are  made.  Therefore,  the 
ability  of  these  selected  airports  to  accommodate  this  groAvth  will  fall  short  of  meeting  the  demand 
for  storage  space. 

TaUe  B-3  summarizes  existing  and  projected  operations  per  based  aircraft  based  on  figures  presented 
in  TaUes  B-1  and  B-2  for  each  of  the  selected  airports  that  could  be  affected  by  an  aviation  facility 
at  the  NWIRP  Calverton  ate.  Data  for  Year  2017  are  derived  fi’om  Tables  V.2  and  V.4  of  the  New 
York  State  Aviation  Activity  Forecasts  Sttufy. 


B.2.4  Potential  Aviation  Role  of  Calverton 

Every  airport  has  a  unique  and  dynamic  relationship  with  every  other  airport  in  its  service 
area.  Depending  upon  the  service  level  and  type  of  aviation  activity  of  a  facility,  the 
definition  of  service  area  can  be  local  or  global.  For  example,  regional  airports  providing 
air  cargo  and  general  aviation  service  have  distinct  interrelationships  with  other  airports 
providing  similar  services.  Given  the  type  of  operational  activity,  whether  it  is  air  cargo  or 
general  aviation,  the  interrelationships  among  airports  change. 

Air  Cargo/Freight  Operations 

Air  caigo/fireight  tonnage  fixecasts  may  depoid  on  an  array  of  factors  that  include;  tariffs;  frequency 
of  service;  security,  type  and  value  per  unit  weight;  reliability  and  quality  of  service;  and,  most 
inqxMtantly,  cost  of  operafiem  at  the  airport.  The  Calverton  air  cargo  forecasts  assume  a  small  diare 
of  the  New  York  City  market  due  to  the  current  investment  in  infrastructure  already  in  place  at  the 
City’s  airports  which  could  limit  replication  of  similar  scale  facilities  at  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site. 
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Table  B-3 


Disposal  and  Reuse 


Existino  &  Projected  Number  of  Operations 
Per  Based  Aircraft  at  Area  Airports 


Airport 

1989 

2007 

2017 

Brookhaven 

755 

800 

854 

EastHamoton 

317 

366 

427 

Long  Island  MacArthur 

429 

474 

528 

MaUitucIcAkbase 

286 

304 

329 

Republic 

393 

393 

393 

Suffolk  County 

1,894 

2,040 

2,215 

Note:  Units  represent  number  of  operations  (take  offs  arKl  landings).  - - - - - - 1 
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Forecasts  of  cargo  activity  in  to  and  out  of  the  Long  Island  region  and,  in  particular,  the  NWIRP 
Cidverton  site  was  determined  on  the  baas  of  sevoal  studies  prepared  by  the  Long  Island  Regional 
Planning  Board  (LIRPB)m  1993,  as  wdl  as  statements  made  by  cargo  forwarders  in  the  regimi.  The 
URPB  studies  stated  that  one-third  of  the  Long  Island’s  manu&ctuiing  establishmoits  produced 
products  that  accounted  for  the  preponderance  of  air  eqMrts  from  the  New  Yoric  r^on  in  1990. 
The  same  rq)orts  stated  that  the  maiui&cturing  base  of  Calverton’s  potoitial  smice  area  gena-ates 
the  type  of  goods  cuimitly  shipped  by  air  from  New  York  metropdhan  airports.  These  studies 
prepared  in  1993  usii^  1990  basdine  data  suggest  that  a  modest  donand  for  750  cargo  flights 
growing  to  possible  3,000  cargo  flights  annually  by  cargo  aircraft  flying  domestically  and 
intematknudfy  existed  between  the  U.S.  and  Europe.  Another  study  by  SH&E,  Inc.  and  its  lead 
partner,  HRftA,  suggests  that  f^ecast  operational  levds  for  such  a  cargo  facility  at  the  NWIRP 
Calvertmi  site  would  be  limited  to  iq>proximately  300  aimual  flights  for  the  first  10-15  years  of 
(^>eration. 

The  possiUlity  of  using  an  drport  at  Calverton  to  ship  cargo  or  freight  is  limited  however,  by  several 
(XMistraints  accmding  to  published  rep?rts  and  verified  in  conversations  with  potential  users  of  such 
a  facility.  One  of  these  constraints  is  the  distance  separating  a  Calverton  aviation  facility  and  the 
cargo  forwarders’  and  carriers’  infrastructure  investments  at  the  existing  New  York  City  airports. 
Also,  the  cargo  forwarders’  operations  typicaUy  are  closely  linked  to  those  of  the  commercial 
passenger  airlines.  This  latter  activity  is  not  forecast  to  take  place  at  a  Calverton  facility,  therefore 
making  it  unlikely  such  firms  would  relocate  in  large  numbers  to  Calverton. 

A  second  perceived  (XMistraint  is  the  existing  10,000-foot  runway  and  its  pavement  strength  of  50,000 
pounds  per  wheel.  Existing  reports  state  that  the  largest  of  the  cargo-carrying  aircraft  in  service 
today  (the  B-747s)  would  not  be  aUe  to  operate  fully-loaded  to  transatlantic  destinations  in  Europe. 
WMle  this  is  true  under  these  assumptions  (would  require  at  least  1 1,000  ft),  rarely  do  such  aircraft 
cfwrate  at  such  a  high  load  fiKtcx-.  Airoaft  capaUe  of  using  the  existing  facility  for  freight  operations 
under  lesser  conditions  and  from  the  perspective  of  required  takeoff  runway  length  include  B-727s, 
DC-Ss,  DC-9s,  MD-1  Is,  and  B-757s.  These  are  typical  large  aircraft  used  for  cargo  operations. 
Based  (Hi  various  payload  cqiacities,  these  aircraft  will  have  vaiying  ranges  of  safe  operation  from 
the  NWIRP  Calverton  site’s  Runway  14/32.  Table  B-4  depicts  the  various  distances  these  aircraft 
can  fly  based  (m  assumpticHis  of  operations  at  sea  levd  on  a  standard  day  from  a  10,000-foot  runway. 

The  same  individuals  interviewed  to  obtain  their  opini(His  on  the  issues  surrounding  these  constraints, 
however,  also  stated  that  these  constraints  are  not  insumKMintable  ones.  M^h  proper  planning  and 
coordination,  the  facility  could  become  a  reality. 

The  int^rated  and  all-cargo  carriers  both  indicated  srnne  interest  in  such  a  frcility,  but  incentives  and 
revenues  would  need  to  be  (Mcjected  to  be  quite  high  to  hire  them  to  a  Calverton  cargo  fiicility.  Also, 
the  commitment  (Hi  the  part  of  clients  in  the  Long  Island  r^(Hi  would  need  to  be  sufiicient  to  warrant 
start-up  operations  and  major  investment. 
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Table  &4 


Range  of  Caro  Aircraft  Under  Various  Pay  Load  Conditions* 


Table  B-5 


Projected  Range  of  Air  Cargo  Operations  In  2007  and  2017 
At  a  NWIRP  Calverton  Airport  Site 


2007 

2017 

Aircraft 

TvDe<’> 

High 

Mid 

Low 

High 

Mid 

Low 

Turboprop 

500 

350 

200 

2,000 

650 

200 

Turbojet 

250 

200 

100 

1,000 

350 

100 

TOTALS 

750 

550 

300 

3,000 

1,000 

300 

Note:(1)Typi 

DC-9sandMI 

cal  aircraft  In  these  categories  include;  Turboprop  (Cessna  Cara^)  and  Turbojet  (B-727s. 
“1.1  ls)  UnifeB  reoresent  number  of  operations  (take  offs  and  landings). 
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Hus  demand/caiMuuty  analysis  presents  high,  mid,  and  low  ranges  of  air  cargo  operations  forecasts. 
The  high  and  low  scenarios  are  adopted  as  prepared  by  the  LIRPB  and  the  SH&E,  Inc.  Team, 
respecdvdy,  as  reftraiced  earli«‘.  It  is  assumed  tlud  a  mqm'  cargo  operation  will  commit  to  a  base 
(^)eratk)n  at  the  NWIRP-site  in  tlus  analysis.  The  mid-range  scenario  connders  a  hybrid  of  these  two 
figures  of  ^)proximately  550  cargo  operations.  This  figure  is  increased  annually  for  10  years  (to 
2017)  by  a  factor  of  6  percoit,  which  is  based  on  a  blend  of  average  growth  rates  in  domestic  and 
intematiooal  cargo  activity  piiq)ared<Mi  a  natkmal  basis.  It  is  assumed  that  smalls*  turboprop  aircraft 
sudi  as  Cessna  Caravans  will  feed  turbojet  aircraft  sudi  as  the  B-727  for  domestic  operations  and 
larger  turbojet  cargo  aircraft  such  as  the  MD-1 1  for  intonational  operatkMis.  It  is  assumed  that  all 
of  ftiese  air  cargo  operatkms  will  occur  during  the  nighttime  hours  of  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  Table 
B-5  assumes  a  split  of  two-thirds  domestic  operations  by  tuiboprt^  aircraft  and  one-third 
international  operations  by  turbojet  aircraft. 

In  order  to  accrxnmodate  the  anticipated  operations  by  these  largo*  and  heavier  aircraft,  upgrades  in 
runway,  taxiway  and  apron  pavements  would  be  required. 

General  Aviation  Operations 

A  forecast  of  general  aviation  activity  was  prepared  for  the  Calverton  site,  employing  2007  as  the 
slKut-tom  projection  and  2017  as  the  {banning  horizon.  The  methodology  used  to  derive  the  ranges 
of  projected  based  aircraft  and  the  resultant  operational  forecasts  presented  in  the  following  tables 
is  described  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

A  conceptual  analyses  was  conducted  using  the  following  assumptions  and  guidelines: 

•  A  20-mile  radius  from  the  center  of  the  Calverton  ate  was  identified  as  a  potential 
service  area  for  the  facility.  This  is  the  standard  used  in  the  NYSDOT  forecasts 
document  which  approximates  to  a  30-minute  average  drive  time.  The  30-minute 
drive  time  is  an  industry  accepted  standard  used  for  planning  purposes.  The  number 
of  aircraft  r^sto'ed  to  owners  within  this  20-mile  radius  of  the  site  was  identified  by 
zip  code  using  the  US  aircraft  registry  database  published  by  Aircraft  Technics 
Publishers  (ATP).  It  was  assumed  that  85  percent  of  these  registered  G.  A  aircraft 
owners  could  choose  to  base  their  aircraft  at  an  aviation  facility  at  Calverton,  if 
competitive  service  was  provided  by  the  fixed  base  operator  (FBO). 

•  Studies  of  Long  Island  regional  airports  and  interviews  with  local  sponsors  resulted 
in  identifying  several  local  airports  that  may  close  in  the  next  several  years.  One  of 
these  facilities,  Mattituck  Airbase,  is  located  approximately  15  miles  east  of  the 
Calverton  »te.  It  was  assumed  that  as  many  as  one-half  of  the  registered  owners  of 
mrcraft  located  within  the  service  area  of  this  facility  would  relocate  to  an  aviation 
facility  at  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site. 

•  Half  of  the  aircraft  owno's  waiting  to  base  at  nearby  Long  Island  MacArthur  Airport 
may  decide  to  relocate  their  aircraft  to  Calv^on  because  of  proximity  to  homes  cr 


A|^)eiKlixB 


B-9 


Civil  Aviati(Hi  Reuse 


hustnesses  or  due  to  potentiaUy  lower  hangar/service  costs.  Currently  there  we  iw 

or  ^  Co««y  Ain»ns  »d  no  ^ 

to  relS»te  from  either  of  these  facilities  to  an  airport  at  Calverton. 

Thm  nmsnective  market  area  for  the  NWIRP  Calverton  she  overlaps 

owner*  located  in  zip  codes  of  nearby  airports  actually  base  thw  air^  « 

airports  kicated  nearest  to  them,  H  was  assunied.  for  plannmg  pu^ 

^t^^d  be  appUed  to  Calverton.  For  planning 
SLent  rfaa  registereTafrcraft  based  at  an  airport  is  a  reasonable 

of  ratios  at  similar-sized  airports  m  other  parts  of  the  Umted 

States. 

recreilaonal  aircraft  thal  prefer  to  operate  their  aircraft  in  uncongested  areas. 

Table  B-7  P«»»“ 

based  aircraft  for  2017  are  adjustrf  re,lrts  and  presented 

percere  prepied  to  reflect  a  wide  range  of  probable 

Si^tTworet  ^  (tor)  to  the  most  likely  case  (mid)  to  the  best,  or  most  optimum  scenano 
(ttgh).  Assumptions  for  forecast  ranges  are  as  follows. 

Woh-  F/iiial  to  85  nercent  of  all  remstered  wrcraft  owners  in  zip  codes  witlun  a  30- 

^&*s=ssa= 

operative  aircraft. 

vTiH  Koual  to  45  percent  of  the  registered  aircraft.  This  is  the  average  percentage 

Suffolk  County  Airport  actually  based  there. 

For  modeling  purposes,  the  mid-range  toe«^  ZT^.i  .SeSt^^t^s 

assumption  also  has  been  made  about  *he.OT.o^^hon  ^  this  type  of 
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Table  B-6 


BaseNne  inventoiy  For  Potentially  Based  Aircraft 
a  NWIRP  Calvefton  Airport 


Aircraft  Type  (1) 

No.  of  Aircraft 
Within  20  MHes 

No.  of  Aircraft 
from  Airports 
Projectedto 

Close  (2) 

No.  of  Aircraft 
from  Nearby 
Airports  (3) 

Total  Potential 
Based  AC 

Single  Engine  Piston 

293 

99 

4 

396 

Multi-Engine  Piston 

27 

9 

1 

37 

Turboprop 

6 

3 

0 

9 

Turbojet 

2 

0 

0 

2 

Other 

42 

9 

0 

51 

TOTAL 

370 

120 

5 

495 

Notes:  (1)  The  typical  aircraft  in  these  categories  are:  Single-Engine  Piston,  Cessna  177;  Multi- 

Engine  Piston,  Beech  Baron  58P;  Turboprop,  Cessna  Conquest  441 ;  Turbojet,  Lear  35; 
and  Other,  a  mixture  of  light  powered  and  unpowered  airplanes  such  as  ultralights, 
gliders,  helicopters,  etc. 

This  figure  is  based  on  50  percent  of  the  potential  based  aircraft  within  the  market  area 
of  Matlituck  Airbase. 

(3)  This  figure  is  based  on  50  percent  of  based  aircraft  on  the  waiting  list  at  Long  Island 
MacArthur  Airport.  It  is  also  assumed  that  those  aircraft  on  the  waiting  list  would  be 
approximately  the  same  fleet  mixture  of  aircraft  types  that  are  currently  based  at  the 
airport _ 


Table  B-7 


Range  of  Forecast  Based  Aircraft  in  2007  and  201 7 
At  a  NWIRP  Calverton  Airport 


Aircraft  Type 

2007 

2017 

Mid 

Low 

■IB 

Mid 

Low 

Single  Engine 

396 

178 

79 

421 

189 

84 

Multi-Engine 

37 

16 

7 

39 

18 

8 

Turboprop 

9 

4 

2 

9 

4 

2 

Turbojet 

2 

1 

0 

2 

1 

0 

TOTALS 

444* 

199 

88 

471 

mm 

94 

*  This  figure  is  the  495  total  potential  based  aircraft  figure  from  T able  B-6  less  the  other  category  of 
aircraft.  _ 
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landReuac 


triuniag  «tivity  with  Dowling  College).  ThU  »«.» tW  ~  ^  *»“ 

eet^  tre  i^dpeted  to  base  at .  NWIRP  CaKerton  aviatioo  ftcility. 

Tai^M^^o-Hxeafo^tt^^tange.^^ 

S^1J^!I^I^^^<>fT*teB-3u»i«theap|»»xi^ 

M*ttituck  AiibMC  aiKl  RepuWk; 

Baaed  on  TAMS' 

sM-^^stoo,  .  pe^ent;  n«d«-«,^ 

pisJ.n^^;tuAopropl0r''cei«;aiid.tuitK>jet,10peraadd^^  _ 

BJ  Airspace  Considemtions  and  Instrument  Operations  CapabiUty 

tWs  would  not  likely  affect  overall  efficiency. 
p..^„awithnewbyBm<*h.v«.,™lS«fi^^^^ 

phrase  “compatible  operation”  ^d  be  us^  f ^GA  operations  at 

s^  could  be  concluded  of  firture  operat^  «  • 

“rgeneral^ation.^  cac^ 

Bared  on  “J[e't^'S^rsite“^tt^'-^“^ 

/A7/M»TAr/op<i^  from  the  southeast  and  from  the  northeast.  While  uaivenon  w<u>  «  o 

(VORTAC/GPS)  from  tne  soutneas  n  S/MLS  or  its  equivalent  would  need  to  be 
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owned  as  wdl  as  land  in  aviation  easement  control  is  adequate  for  a  precision  instrument  iq>proach 
for  use  during  all-weather  conditions.  The  FAA  stated  that  the  airspace  surrounding  the  NWIRP 
Cidverton  site  has  not  been  idinquished  and  tho’efore  ndther  have  the  established  iq)proaches  to  the 
»te. 


B.4  Potential  Aircraft  Noise 

This  section  describes  the  purpose  for  modeling  the  potential  aircraft  noise  that  could  occur  if  the 
NWIRP  Calverton  site  were  devekq)ed  as  a  general  aviatkxi  and  air  cargo  aviation  ftcility.  Increased 
noise  levels  can  be  anticipated  during  the  mghttime  hours  of  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  if  a  cargo 
operation  is  established.  Requirements  oftheNEPA  process,  as  ^(riied  to  the  Base  Realignmoit  and 
Closure  Act,  necesntate  the  {MeparadcMi  of  airp<Ml  noise  contours  for  an  aviation  alternative.  This 
is  (kme  to  provide  a  conqrarative  baas  for  evaluating  the  ravironmental  impacts  of  other  reasonable 
and  feasible  alternative  r^ses  of  the  facility. 

Possible  flight  tracks  modeled  to  and  out  of  the  Calverton  site  were  modeled.  These  arrival  and 
departure  tracks  were  derived  based  upon  analysis  of  current  interactions  among  existing  aviation 
fatties.  Based  on  discussions  with  airport  managers  arid  a  review  of  existing  reports  for  airports 
in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  Calverton  site,  it  is  assumed  that  total  operations  are  equally  divided 
between  arrival  and  departure  operations.  No  touch-and-go  operations  were  modeled  because  this 
type  of  activity  will  be  assumed  to  occur  at  other  nearby  airports  such  as  Brookhaven  (Dowling 
College  training  activities).  Table  B-10  indicates  the  percent  utilization  of  each  arrival  and 
Realignment  and  Closure  Act,  necessitate  the  preparation  of  airport  noise  contours  for  an  aviation 
alternative.  This  is  done  to  provide  a  comparative  basis  for  evaluating  the  environmental  impacts  of 
other  reasonable  and  feasible  alternative  reuses  of  the  facility. 

PossiUe  flight  tracks  to  and  out  of  the  Calverton  site  were  models.  Arrival  and  departure  tracks 
were  derived  based  upon  analysis  of  current  interactions  among  existing  aviation  facilities.  Based  on 
(Uscussions  with  airport  nuuiagers  and  a  review  of  existing  reports  for  airports  in  the  general  vicinity 
of  the  Calverton  site,  it  is  assumed  that  total  operations  are  equally  ^vided  between  arrival  and 
dq>arture  operations.  No  touch-and-go  opmtions  were  modeled  because  this  type  of  activity  will 
be  assumed  to  occur  at  other  nearby  urports  such  as  Brookhaven  (Dowling  College  training 
activities).  TaUe  B-10  indicates  the  percent  utilizaticm  of  each  arrival  and  departure  track  by  aircraft 
type  modded  to  (^rerate  at  the  NWIRP  CalvertMifedlity  for  both  forecast  periods.  It  is  assumed  that 
all  trades  will  have  a  nuxture  of  both  day  and  night  operations.  Additional  information  needed  to  run 
the  FAA’s  Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM)  specific  to  the  Calverton  site  is  included  at  the  end  of 
Appendix  D. 
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Table 


Year  2007  Forecast  Annual  General  Aviation/Corporate  Operations 
At  a  NWIRP  Calverton  Airport 


High  Business  Use 

Medium  Business  Use 

Oc 

casionalU 

Ite 

AC 

Type 

Total 

Day 

Night 

Total 

Day 

Night 

Total 

Day 

Night 

SEP 

277.800 

275,000 

mm 

70,050 

70,250 

700 

MEP 

25,750 

mm 

6,750 

6,650 

100 

2,050 

ESSI 

TP 

mmrn 

mm 

150 

450 

TJ 

■iW 

1,150 

ISO 

400 

EH 

SO 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

310,800 

306,850 

3,950 

79,600 

78,600 

1,000 

24,200 

23,900 

300 

Note :  All  figures  rounded  to  nearest  50  for  noise  estimation  purposes.  Units  represent  the  number  of  | 
operations  (take  offs  and  landings). - - - - - - ' 


Table  B-9 

Year  201 7  Forecast  Annual  General  Aviation/Corporate  Operations 
At  a  NWIRP  Calverton  Airport 


High  Business  Use 

Medium  Business  Use 

Oo 

casional  U 

se 

AC 

Type 

Total 

Day 

Night 

Total 

■39 

Night 

Total 

Day 

Ngh^ 

SEP 

294,700 

291,750 

iBi 

mm 

a 

750 

23,100 

22,850 

250 

MEP 

w 

7,100 

100 

2,200 

2,150 

TP 

6,300 

5,650 

650 

mm 

1,450 

150 

550 

500 

im 

TJ 

1,400 

1,250 

150 

400 

350 

50 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

329,700 

325,550 

4,150 

84,800 

83,750 

1,050 

25,850 

25,500 

350 

Note;  All  figures  rounded  to  nearest  50  for  noise  estimation  purposes.  Units  represent  the  number  of 
operatiorts  (take  offs  and  landings).  _ _ _ _ _ _ 
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Table  B-10 

Assionment  of  Aircraft  Operations  By  Type 
To  Arrival  &  Departure  Flight  Tracks 


Aircraft  %  Usaae 


MEPiston- 


Turboprop*  70% 


Turbojet  ■  40% 


MEPi8ton-20% 


Turboprop-: 


Turbojet -60% 


SEPiston  -  20% 


MEPiston  «  30% 


Turboprop- 10% 


SEPiston  -  40% 


MEPiston  - 10% 


SEPiston  -  40% 


MEPiston -10% 


SEPiston  - 100% 


MEPiston  - 100% 


Turboprop-  100% 


Turbojet  -  100% 


MEPiston  -  25% 


Turboprop- 40% 


Turbojet -40% 


MEPiston  -  25% 


Turboprop-  20% 


Turbojet - 


SEPiston  -  50% 


MEPiston  -  25% 


Turboprop-  20% 


AppendixB 


Civil  Aviation  Reuse 


SEPisfa>n> 

50% 

MEPiston- 

25% 

Turboprop*  20% 

SEPiston* 

100% 

MEPiston* 

100% 

Turboprop* 

100% 

Turbojet* 

100% 
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B.5  Findings 

TAMS’  analysis  idoitified  a  potential  aviation  demand  and  c^Mcity  shortfiill  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
NWIRP  Calvert(m  site.  Based  upon  a  review  of  all  potinoit  data  sources  r^arding  the  demand  for 
and  capacity  of  aviation  fecilities  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  she,  as  well  as  interviews  held  with 
various  firms  agendas  fimniliar  with  these  same  issues,  h  was  determined  that  an  FAA  air  earner 
classification  airport  capable  of  accommodating  design  group  D-IV  aircraft  is  justified  based  on 
aviafion  Awand  Sudi  an  airport  would  be  able  to  accommodate  IFR  operations  to  sarve  business- 
class  general  aviation  airoaft,  as  wdl  as  cargo  aircraft  activities  by  int^rated  and  all-cargo  carriers. 
No  commercial  passen^r  service  is  cmisidored  fimsiUe.  The  adation  ftnecasts  presented  herein  are 
the  best  case  for  potential  aviation  activity  and  the  worst  case  fiw  noise  modding. 

This  da-ss  aiipOTt  can  acetHnmodate  all  aircraft  weiglung  over  300,000  pounds  (136,080  kg).  These 
include  B-727s,  B-757,  DC-9s,  DC-8s  and  MD-1  Is.  For  planning  purposes,  the  typical  aircraft 
served  by  such  an  airport  ranges  fi’om  the  small  single-engine  piston  Cessna  1 82  to  the  large,  multi- 
oigine  MD-1 1 .  The  latter  aircraft  is  the  largest  aircraft  anticipated  to  use  the  airport  on  a  fi-€^uent 
basis,  however.  This  aircraft  fidls  within  the  FAA’s  Airplane  Design  Group  D-IV,  which  is  this 
facility’s  critical  aircraft.  An  airport’s  critical  aircraft  is  used  as  the  planning  parameter  for 
pst^hlishing  aiipoit  design.  Runway  criteria  associated  with  this  type  of  aircraft  is  10,000  ft  (3,048 
m)  in  length  and  200  ft  (61  m)  in  width,  therefore  the  current  runway  length  iS  adequate  through  the 
planning  period  of  2017,  but  the  pavement  strength  (currently  at  50,000  pounds  [22,680  kg]  per 
wheel)  would  need  to  be  upgraded  to  accommodate  operations  by  the  larger  and  heavier  MD-1 1 

While  an  aviatiai  demand  forecast  can  be  justified,  several  drawbacks  were  identified.  These  include 
the  distance  between  the  site  and  cargo  forwarders  (who  are  usually  closely  tied  to  commerdal 
passenger  airlines  of  wdiich  none  are  anticipated  to  operate  at  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site)  as  well  as 
the  runway  length  bang  too  short  at  10,000  ft  (3,048  m)  for  transatlantic  air  cargo  flights  by  B-747 
aircraft  under  certain  payload  conditions.  Ndther  of  these  were  identified  as  bong  insurmountable 
based  on  interviews  with  airport  managers  arid  potential  users  of  the  facihty.  However,  the  first 
would  not  likely  occur  with  the  absence  of  commercial  passenger  airlines  at  the  Calverton  site.  An 
extension  was  considered  at  the  end  of  the  planning  horizon,  but  environmental  constraints  may 
prohibit  this. 

It  is  a  cemdusion  of  this  research  effort  that  strong  local  ^nsorship  is  a  mandatory  prerequisite  for 
a  facility  at  the  Calverton  site.  This  is  present  in  the  identified  support  on  the  part  of  the  Town  of 
Riveriiead.  Tharfc^  in  the  presence  of  a  local  interest  for  sponsorship  along  with  the  existence  of 
a  potential  for  aviation  at  the  site,  it  is  concluded  that  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  is  a 

justifiable  site  for  general/corporate  aviation  and  air  cargo/fi^dght  operations  in  the  Long  Island 
region. 
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Interview  Form  for  Cargo  Users/Forwarders 


1.  Name  of  firm - 

2.  Firm’s  fiinction  - 

3.  Contact  perstm  - 

Title  _ 

4.  Tdei^ne  number _  Fax  number 

5.  Address  - 


6.  Based  upon  your  understanding,  is  the  air  cargo  demand  being  met  adequately  in  the 
Long  Island  region  today?  Y  N  Explain 


Will  it  be  adequately  met  in  the  Year  2017?  Y  N  In  the  Year  2020?  Y  N 
Why  or  why  not? 


7.  Based  upon  your  understanding,  is  the  general  aviation  demand  bdng  met  adequately  in 
the  Long  Idand  region  today?  Y  N  Explain 


Will  it  be  adequately  met  in  the  Year  2017?  Y  N  Inthe  Year  2020?  Y  N 
Why  or  why  not? 


8.  If  the  demand  was  such  that  a  cargo/general  aviation  facility  was  warranted  at  the  NWIRP 
Calverton  site,  what  would  this  mean  for  the  capacity  of  the  region  fi'om  your  perspective? 
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9  In  your  opinion,  would  the  introduction  of  a  cargo/general  a>aation  facility  at  the 

cXcrton  site  compUcate  existing  airspace  interactions,  thereby  reducing  overall  system 
efficiency  and  safety?  Y  N  Explain 


10. 


How  would  you  rate  the  instrument  capabilitics/radar  coverage  in  the  general  vicinity  of 

the  NWIRP  Cahrerton  fecility:  Excdlent?  - 

Very  Good?  - 

Good?  - 

Fair?  - 

Poor?  - 


Eiqil^ 


11. 


A  feasibility  study  prepared  by  *he  Long  Island  Regional  Planning  Board  sever^  years  ago 
stated  that  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  has  the  potential  for  developrnent  as  an  all-carg 
facility  between  New  York  and  Europe.  What  is  your  opimon?  Explam. 


12. 


This  same  study  concludes  that  there  is  sufficient  air  cargo  potential  for  at  least  a  modest 
air  cargo  operation  at  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site.  What's  your  opmion? 


13. 


A  study  by  HR&A  stated  that  three  barriers  exist,  however,  to  this  jxi^bility. 
inade^te  runway  length  (10,000  ft  currentiy),  difficulty  in  the  site  bemg  reco^  ^  a 
NewYork  City  a^orfaii  the  distance  be^een  estabUshed  forwarder  operations  and  the 

site.  Are  these  insurmountable  in  your  opinion?  Why? 


If  imutmoimtsble,  wtat  other  type  of  cargo  service  could  potentially  be  introduced  at  the 
site? 


14 


A  study  by  the  HR&A  Team  stated  that  to  operate  at  the  NWIRP  Cdverton  site  would 
ipiate  cargo  facilities  at  JFK  and  Calverton.  What's  your  opmion? 


mean 
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15.  Could  you  explain  why  the  HR&A  study  concludes  that  the  NWIRP  Calverton  ate's  cargo 
potential  would  be  limited  to  ^proximatdy  5  flights  per  week  (domestic)  and  1  flight  per 
wedc  (intonatimial)  for  the  first  10-15  years? 


16.  If  the  demand  were  sufBdent  to  transfer  cargo  operations  to  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site, 
what  would  be  required  on  the  part  of  a  firm  like  yours? 

17.  Cost/revenue  fiictors  would  obviously  come  into  (day  for  any  user  of  a  cargo/goieral 
aviation  &cility  at  NWIRP  Calvoton.  From  your  pa‘q)ective,  ^ch  factcM-s  would  you 
say  are  the  most  defining  of  them? 


18.  In  your  opinion,  what  will  be  crucial  test(s)  for  a  cargo/general  aviation  facility  to  become 
established  at  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site? 
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Disposal  and  Reuse 


Interview  Form  for  Governmental  Agencies 


1.  Name  of  agency  - - - - — - 

2.  Ag«icy’s  function  - - — - - 

3.  Contact  pCTSon  - - - - - - - 

THle  - - - 

4.  Telephone  niui^  - - - - number 

5.  Address  - - - 


Based  upon  your  understanding,  is  the  air  cargo  demand  being  met  adequately  in  the 
region  today?  Y  N  Explain 


Will  it  be  adequately  met  in  the  Year  2017?  Y  N 
Why  or  why  not? 

In  the  Year  2020?  Y  N 

Based  upon  your  understanding,  is  the  general  aviation  demand  b&ng  met  adequately  in 
the  region  today?  Y  N  Explain 

Will  it  be  adequately  met  in  the  Year  2017?  Y  N 
Why  or  why  not? 

In  the  Year  2020?  Y  N 

If  the  demand  was  such  that  a  cargo/general  aviation  facility  was  warranted  at  the  NW®P 
Calverton  Mte,  what  would  this  mean  for  the  aq)adty  of  the  re^on  from  your  perspective. 
(Would  it  be  a  welcome  addition?  Would  it  serve  to  limit  capacity?  Would  it  serve  only  a 
few  at  the  expense  of  many?)  Why? 
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9.  In  your  ofmon,  would  the  introduction  of  a  cai^o/general  aviation  facility  at  the  NWIRP 
Calv^on  site  con^)licate  existing  airspace  int^actions,  therd>y  reducing  overall  system 
efifidency  and  safe^  Y  N  Explain 


10.  How  would  you  rate  the  instrument  ci4)abilities/radar  covoage  in  the  general  vicinity  of 

the  NWIRP  CalvertMi  fiicility;  Excdlent?  - 

Very  Good?  _ 

Good?  _ 

Fair?  _ 

Poor?  - 

Explain 


11.  If  a  cargo/general  aviation  facility  were  located  at  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  and  IFTl 

airspace  was  reserved  for  this  type  of  activity,  to  what  extent  would  low-level  arrivals  and 
departures  at  surrounding  airports  be  affected?  Explain 


12.  A  recent  study  by  the  NYSDOT  stated  that  "there  is  a  real  danger  of  losing  GA 

facilities..."  and  that  these  "...closures  will  continue  to  influence  GA  and  airline  airports  in 
NYS."  To  your  knowledge,  are  any  Long  Island  area  airports  expected  to  close  in  the 
next  5-10  years?  YN  If  yes,  which  one(s)?  - 

Would  an  aviation  fadlity  at  NWIRP  Calverton  help  alleviate  these  antidpated  losses  in 
your  opinion?  Y  N  Explain 


13.  This  same  study  stated  that  by  the  Year  2007,  the  FAA  forecasts  a  total  of  500  new 

aircraft  for  the  Eastern  Region.  Is  this  number  too  low? - 

Is  this  number  too  high? - 

Is  this  number  correct? - 


Explain 
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Civil  Aviation  Reuse 


Disposal  and  Reuse 


14.  A  statement  was  made  in  the  NYSDOT  report  that  "lack  of  growth  in  general  aviation 
activity  precludes  any  genoal  aviation  only  airport  in  New  York  State  from  exceeding  its 
capacity  by  the  Year  2017."  Are  you  of  the  same  opinion?  Explain 


15.  The  NYSDOT  document  goes  on  further  to  say  that  Brookhayen  and  Republic  Airpom 
(GA)  will  approach  thdr  airfield  ci^iadty  by  the  Year  2017  (within  79%  or  greater  of  it) 
as  well  as  L.I.  MacAithur  (AC).  What  are  your  thoughts  about  this? 

Eiqilain 


16.  If  the  runway,  navaids  and  other  support  network  at  a  cargo/general  aviation  facility  at 

NWIRP  Calverton  were  found  to  oe  sufficient  to  accommodate  sufficient  all-weather 

capacity  in  the  region,  would  this  be  a  good  option?  Y  N  Explain 


17  The  feasibUity  study  done  recently  for  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  stated  several  barriers  to 
its  development  as  an  international  cargo  hub  (too  short  of  a  runway,  difficulty  m  saymg 
its  a  NYC  airport  and  too  far  from  cargo  forwarders).  Are  these  insurmountable  in  your 

opinion?  Explun 


1 8.  Cost/reveraie  factors  would  obviously  come  into  play  for  any  user  of  a  cargo/general 

aviation  facility  at  NWIRP  Calverton.  From  your  perspective,  which  would  you  say  are 
the  most  defining  of  them? 
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Civil  Aviation  Reuse 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Interview  Form  for  Airport  Managers/FBOs 

1.  Name  of  agency  - 

2.  Agency’s  function  - - 

3.  Contact  person  - — - 

Title  - - - 

4.  Tdq)hone  number  -  Fax  nund)er  __ 

5.  Address  - — - 


6.  Based  upon  your  understanding,  is  the  air  cargo  demand  being  met  adequately  in  the 
region  today?  Y  N  Explain 


Will  it  be  adequately  met  in  the  Year  2017?  Y  N 
Why  or  why  not? 

In  the  Year  2020?  Y  N 

Based  upon  your  understanding,  is  the  general  aviation  demand  being  met  adequately  in 
the  re^on  today?  Y  N  Explain 

Will  it  be  adequately  met  in  the  Year  2017?  Y  N 
Why  or  why  not? 

In  the  Year  2020?  Y  N 

8.  If  the  demand  was  such  that  a  cargo/general  aviation  facility  was  warranted  at  the  NWIRP 
Calverton  site,  what  would  this  mean  for  the  capwaty  of  the  region  from  your  perspective? 
(Would  it  be  a  welcome  addition?  Would  it  serve  to  limit  capacity?  Would  it  serve  only  a 
few  at  the  expense  of  many?)  Why? 
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Disposal  and  Reuse 


9. 


aim  - 

^dency  and  safc^  Y  N  Explain 


10. 


How  would  you  rate  the  instrument  capabilities/radar  coverage 

the  NWIRP  CALVERTON  facility:  Excellent?  - 

V«y  Good?  - - 


in  the  general  ddnity  of 


Good? 

Faii^ 

Poor? 


11. 


E}q)ldn 


departures  at  surrounding  airports  be  affected?  Explaui 


12. 


•  .  .«  vrvcTVtT  ^ated  that  "there  is  a  real  danger  of  losing  GA 

s  to  “  ^  fteirr  ” 

S^^Tov^towledge.«e»y  Long  Island  area  airports  «pec.«l^ 

ext  5-10  years?  Y  N  If  yes,  which  one(s)?  - - - - 


Would  aviation  fecility  at  NWIRP  Calvorton  help  alleviate  these  anticiprted  losses  in 
your  opinion?  Y  N  Explain 


13. 


This  same  study  stated  that  by  the 
aircraft  for  the  Eastern  Regjon. 


Year  2007,  the  F  AA  forecasts  a  total  of  500  new 

Is  this  number  too  low? - 

Is  this  number  too  high? - 

Is  this  number  correct?  - 


Expldn 
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NWIRP  Calvcrton 


14.  A  tfafenient  was  made  in  the  NYSDOT  report  that  "lack  of  growth  in  general  aviation 
activity  precludes  any  general  aviation  only  airport  in  New  Yoric  State  from  exceeding  its 
a^Mwaty  by  the  Year  2017."  Are  you  of  the  same  opinion?  E}q)lain 


15.  The  NYSDOT  document  goes  on  furtho’  to  say  that  Brookhaven  and  Rq)ublic  Airports 
(GA)  will  i4>proach  their  airfidd  ct^wcity  by  the  Year  2017  (within  79%  or  greater  of  it) 
as  wdl  as  L.I.  MacArthur  (AC).  What  are  your  thoughts  about  this? 

Exfdain 


16.  If  the  runway,  navaids  and  other  svpport  network  at  a  cargo/gen^al  aviation  facility  at 
NWIRP  Calverton  were  found  to  be  suflBcient  to  accommodate  sufficient  all-weather 
capacity  in  the  region,  would  this  be  a  good  option?  Y  N  Explain 


17.  The  feasibility  study  done  recently  for  the  NWIRP  Calverton  site  stated  several  barriers  to 
its  development  as  an  international  cargo  hub  (too  short  of  a  runway,  difficulty  in  saying 
its  a  NYC  airport  and  too  far  from  cargo  forwarders).  Are  these  insurmountable  in  your 
opinion?  Explain 


18.  Cost/revenue  ffictors  would  obviously  come  into  play  for  any  user  of  a  cargo/general 

aviation  facility  at  NWIRP  Calverton.  From  your  perspective,  which  would  you  say  are 
the  most  defining  of  them? 
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TRAFFIC  ANALYSES 


Summary  of  LOS  Analysis  -  Future  Baseline  Conditions 
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APPENDIX  D 


NOISE 


D.l  AIRCRAFT  NOISE  ANALYSIS  MODEL  PARAMETERS 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Aircraft  Noise  Analysis  Assumptions 

An  assumption  was  made  that  operations  at  night  (occurring  between  10;00  pm  and  7; 00  am)  would 
be  limited  to  the  following  percentages  of  total  activity: 

•  Single-Engine  Piston  (SEP),  one  percent; 

•  Multi-Engine  Piston  (MEP),  1.5  percent; 

•  Turboprop  (TR),  ten  percent;  and 

•  Turbojet  (TJ),  ten  percent. 

The  FAA-preferred  computer  model.  Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM,  version  5.0),  was  utilized  to 
predict  the  noise  impact  from  the  forecasted  high-,  mid-,  and  low-range  aircraft  operations.  ESIM  was 
developed  by  the  FAA  as  a  planning  tool  for  determining  approximate  aircraft  noise  levels  at  and 
around  airports.  The  model  incorporates  a  database  of  known  sound  levels  from  various  aircraft  and 
uses  mathematical  processes  which  consider  the  degradation  of  sound  energy  over  distance. 

The  model  requires  inputs  such  as: 

•  Annual  average  daily  operational  characteristics  at  the  airport,  including  the  type  of 
aircraft  and  the  number  of  aircraft  operations; 

•  Runway  layout  and  its  utilization  rates;  and 

•  Flight  track  configuration  and  its  usage. 

The  model  output  comes  in  the  form  of  noise  contour  plots,  graphs,  and  tabular  data  on  the  noise 
levels  at  specific  receptor  locations. 

Flight  track  usage  (Table  D.  1-1)  and  airport  site  specific  parameters  (Table  D.1-2)  were  incorporated 
in  the  modeling. 
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Aircraft  Noise 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Table  D.1-2 

NWIRP  Calverton  Site  Information 


Data  Classificitibn 

Data  Nellie 

Temperature 

58.97  Fahrenheit 

Latitude 

40-55-27.080  N 

Longitude 

72-47-40.810  W 

Elevation 

75  MSL 

Average  Headwinds 

8.0  knots 

Change  in  Average  Headwinds 

none 

Displaced  Thresholds 

none 

Glide  Slope 

5  degrees 

Threshold  Crossing  Height 

50  feet 

Atmospheric  Pressure 

29.9  Hg 
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Aircraft  Noise 


D.2  RESULTS  OF  NOISE  MONITORING  SURVEY 
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Results  of  Noise  Survey 
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Results  of  Noise  Survey 
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D.3  PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 


NWIRPCalverton 


TABLE  1 


PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE1 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  Alternative 


Traffic  Volumes 


NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 


DIFFERENCE 


DIFFERENCE 


Hour 

ExisUng 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

(Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

(No  Build-Build) 

12AM-1  AM 

91 

137 

143 

53.4 

55.2 

1.8 

55.4 

0.2 

1  AM-2AM 

59 

88 

89 

51.5 

53.3 

1.8 

53.3 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

35 

52 

53 

49.3 

51.0 

17 

51.1 

0.1 

3AM-4AM 

46 

68 

69 

50.5 

52.2 

17 

52.2 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

61 

201 

211 

517 

56.9 

5.2 

57.1 

0.2 

5AM-6AM 

191 

666 

697 

56.6 

62.1 

5.5 

62.3 

0.2 

6AM-7AM 

590 

1405 

1477 

637 

67.5 

3.8 

67.7 

0.2 

7AM-8AM 

995 

2033 

2160 

66.0 

69.1 

3.1 

69.3 

0.2 

8AM-9AM 

1002 

1993 

2089 

66-0 

69.0 

3.0 

69.2 

0.2 

9  AM -10  AM 

781 

1671 

1751 

64.9 

68.2 

3.3 

68.4 

0.2 

10  AM -11  AM 

900 

1790 

1891 

65.5 

68.5 

3.0 

68.8 

0.3 

11  AM -12  PM 

1106 

2209 

2339 

64.7 

67.7 

3.0 

67.9 

0.2 

12  PM -1  PM 

1193 

2339 

2458 

65.0 

67.9 

2.9 

68.1 

0.2 

1  PM -2  PM 

1052 

2068 

2183 

64.5 

67.4 

2.9 

67.6 

0.2 

2  PM  -  3  PM 

1055 

2084 

2161 

64.5 

67.4 

2.9 

67.6 

0.2 

3  PM -4  PM 

974 

2061 

2134 

64.1 

67.4 

3.3 

67.5 

0.1 

4  PM  -  5  PM 

1193 

2389 

2507 

68.3 

71.3 

3.0 

71.5 

0.2 

5PM-6PM 

1115 

2272 

2415 

68.0 

71.1 

3.1 

71.4 

0.3 

6PM-7PM 

805 

1747 

1932 

66.6 

70.0 

3.4 

70.4 

0.4 

7  PM  -  8  PM 

581 

1372 

1538 

65.2 

68.9 

3.7 

69.4 

0.5 

8PM-9PM 

473 

1209 

1299 

60.6 

64.7 

4.1 

65.0 

0.3 

9  PM -10  PM 

414 

801 

879 

60.0 

62.9 

2.9 

63.3 

0.4 

10  PM -11  PM 

269 

403 

549 

58.1 

59.9 

1.8 

61.2 

1.3 

11  PM-12AM 

180 

270 

462 

56.4 

58.1 

1.7 

60.5 

2.4 

NWtRP  Calverton 


TABLE  2 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  2 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  Alternative 


NWRPCalvefton 


TABLE  3 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  AKemative 


Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Hour 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 

12AM-1  AM 

36 

55 

67 

52.4 

54.2 

1.8 

55.1 

0.9 

1AM-2AM 

23 

35 

37 

50.4 

52.3 

1.9 

52.5 

0.2 

2AM-3AM 

14 

21 

22 

48.3 

50.0 

1.7 

50.2 

0.2 

3AM-4AM 

18 

27 

29 

49.4 

51.1 

1.7 

51.4 

0.3 

4AM-5AM 

24 

76 

96 

50.6 

55.6 

5.0 

56.6 

1.0 

5AM-6AM 

76 

194 

255 

55.6 

59.7 

4.1 

60.9 

1.2 

6AM-7AM 

235 

473 

618 

60.7 

63.7 

3.0 

64.9 

1.2 

7AM-8AM 

397 

716 

969 

63.0 

Z5.5 

2.5 

66.8 

1.3 

8AM-9AM 

400 

700 

891 

63.0 

65.4 

2.4 

66.5 

1.1 

9AM-10AM 

312 

567 

726 

61.9 

64.5 

2.6 

65.6 

1.1 

10AM-11  AM 

359 

639 

840 

62.5 

65.0 

2.5 

66.2 

1.2 

11  AM-12  PM 

441 

782 

1041 

60.7 

63.2 

2.5 

64.4 

1.2 

12  PM-1  PM 

476 

854 

1092 

61.0 

63.5 

2.5 

64.6 

1.1 

1  PM -2  PM 

420 

750 

981 

60.5 

63.0 

2.5 

64.1 

1.1 

2PM-3PM 

421 

752 

906 

60.5 

63.0 

2.5 

63.8 

0.8 

3PM-4PM 

389 

723 

870 

60.1 

62.8 

2.7 

63.6 

0.8 

4  PM  -  5  PM 

476 

854 

1090 

64.3 

66.8 

2.5 

67.9 

1,1 

5PM-6PM 

445 

807 

1094 

64.0 

66.6 

2.6 

67.9 

1.3 

6  PM -7  PM 

321 

582 

951 

62.6 

65.2 

2.6 

67.3 

2.1 

7PM-8PM 

232 

426 

760 

61.2 

63.8 

2.6 

66.3 

2.5 

8PM-9PM 

189 

323 

502 

59.6 

61.9 

2.3 

63.8 

1.9 

9  PM  - 10  PM 

165 

248 

404 

59.0 

60.8 

1.8 

62.9 

2.1 

10  PM -11  PM 

107 

161 

452 

57.1 

58.9 

1.8 

63.4 

4.5 

11  PM-12AM 

72 

108 

492 

55.4 

57.2 

1.8 

63.7 

6.5 

'  60  3  62.9  2.6  64.4  1.5  | 


NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  4 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  4 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  Alternative 


NWIRP  Calvefton 


TABLES 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  AHemative 


Hour 

Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing  No  Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 

12AM-1  AM 

6 

8 

26 

49.8 

51.1 

1.3 

56.2 

5.1 

tAM-2AM 

3 

5 

8 

46.8 

49.0 

2.2 

51.1 

2,1 

2AMOAM 

2 

3 

5 

45.0 

46.8 

1.8 

49.0 

2.2 

3AM-4AM 

3 

4 

6 

46.8 

48.0 

1.2 

49.8 

1.8 

4AM-5AM 

4 

5 

36 

48.0 

49.0 

1.0 

57.6 

8,6 

5AM-6AM 

11 

17 

109 

52.4 

54.3 

1.9 

62.4 

8.1 

6AM-7AM 

35 

53 

270 

60.7 

62.5 

1.8 

69.5 

7.0 

7AM-8AM 

59 

89 

469 

62.9 

64.7 

1.8 

71.9 

7.2 

8AM-9AM 

60 

90 

376 

63.0 

64.8 

1.8 

71.0 

6.2 

9AM-10AM 

47 

70 

308 

61.9 

63.7 

1.8 

70.1 

6.4 

10AM-11  AM 

54 

80 

383 

62.5 

64.2 

1.7 

71.1 

6.9 

t1  AM  -  12  PM 

66 

99 

488 

58.7 

60.4 

1.7 

67.4 

7.0 

12  PM -1  PM 

71 

107 

464 

59.0 

60.8 

1.8 

67.2 

6.4 

1PM-2PM 

63 

94 

440 

58.5 

60.2 

1.7 

66.9 

6.7 

2PM-3PM 

63 

94 

326 

58.5 

60.2 

1.7 

65.6 

5.4 

3  PM -4  PM 

58 

87 

308 

58.1 

59.9 

1.8 

65.4 

5.5 

4PM-5PM 

71 

107 

461 

61.3 

63.1 

1.8 

69.4 

6.3 

5  PM -6  PM 

66 

100 

529 

61.0 

62.8 

1.8 

70.0 

7.2 

6PM-7PM 

48 

72 

626 

59.6 

61.4 

1.8 

70.8 

9.4 

7  PM  -  8  PM 

35 

52 

551 

58.2 

60.0 

1.8 

70.2 

10.2 

8PM-9PM 

28 

42 

310 

56.5 

58.3 

1.8 

66.9 

8.6 

9  PM -10  PM 

25 

37 

271 

56.0 

57.7 

1.7 

66.4 

8.7 

10  PM -11  PM 

16 

24 

460 

54.1 

55.8 

1.7 

68.6 

12.8 

11  PM-12AM 

11 

i6 

593 

52.4 

54.1 

1.7 

69.8 

15.7 

i  Le<K24)  .  58.8  SaS  ,  68.0  7.5  | 


[  Ldn  63.6  1.8  72.3  8.7  | 


TABLES 


NWIRP  CaKwrton 


Traffic  Volumes 


No  Build 


PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  Alternative 
1 - NOISE  LEVELS  (dbA) 


No  Build 


DiFFERENCr 
(Exist-No  Build) 


DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 


12AM- 

tAM- 

2AM- 

3AM- 

4AM- 

5AM- 

6AM- 

7AM- 

8AM- 

9AM- 

10AM- 

11  AM- 

12  PM 

1  PM- 

2  PM- 

3  PM- 

4  PM- 

5  PM- 
6PM- 

7  PM- 

8  PM  • 

9  PM- 

10  PM- 

11  PM 


-1AM 

2AM 

3AM 

4  AM 

5  AM 
6AM 
7  AM 
8AM 
9AM 
10AM 
11  AM 

-12  PM 
-1  PM 
-2  PM 
-3PM 
-4  PM 
-5  PM 
-6  PM 
-7  PM 
-8PM 
-9  PM 
-10  PM 
-11  PM 
-12AM 


54 

82 

85 

35 

52 

53 

21 

31 

31 

27 

41 

41 

36 

94 

100 

114 

251 

269 

352 

648 

691 

594 

1011 

1087 

598 

997 

1054 

466 

799 

846 

537 

905 

966 

660 

1110 

1187 

712 

1207 

1279 

527 

1061 

1130 

639 

1065 

1111 

581 

1011 

1056 

712 

1207 

1278 

665 

1137 

1223 

480 

820 

931 

347 

600 

700 

302 

463 

517 

247 

371 

417 

160 

241 

328 

107 

151 

276 

NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  7 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE1 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  Alternative 


Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

DIFFERENCE 

DIFFERENCE 

Hour 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

(Exist-No  Build) 

Build  (No  Build-Build) 

12  AM -1AM 

135 

202 

214 

56.6 

58.4 

1.8 

58.6 

0.2 

1  AM  - 2  AM 

82 

122 

123 

54.4 

56.2 

1.8 

56.2 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

75 

113 

114 

54.1 

55.8 

1.7 

55.9 

0.1 

3  AM  -  4  AM 

50 

75 

76 

52.3 

54.1 

1.8 

54.1 

0.0 

4  AM  -  5  AM 

66 

209 

216 

53.5 

58.5 

5.0 

58.6 

0.1 

5  AM  -  6  AM 

160 

620 

634 

57.3 

63.2 

5.9 

63.3 

0.1 

6  AM  -  7  AM 

289 

953 

964 

61.1 

66.3 

5.2 

66.3 

0.0 

7  AM  -  8  AM 

470 

1246 

1296 

63.2 

67.4 

4.2 

67.6  . 

0.2 

8  AM  -  9  AM 

564 

1337 

1399 

64.0 

67.7 

3.7 

67.& 

0.2 

QAM -10  AM 

750 

1624 

1708 

65.2 

68.6 

3.4 

68.8  V 

0.2 

10  AM-11  AM 

844 

1705 

1839 

65.8 

68.8 

3.0 

69.1 

0.3 

11  AM -12  PM 

825 

1787 

1955 

61.1 

64.4 

3.3 

54.8 

0.4 

12PM-1  PM 

809 

1764 

1908 

61.0 

64.4 

3.4 

64.7 

0.3 

1  PM  -  2  PM 

856 

1774 

1913 

61.2 

64.4 

3.2 

64.7 

0.3 

2  PM  -  3  PM 

865 

1798 

1924 

61.3 

64.5 

3.2 

64.8 

0.3 

3  PM  -  4  PM 

750 

1724 

1837 

60.7 

64.3 

3.6 

64.6 

0.3 

4  PM -5  PM 

790 

1785 

1903 

65.9 

69.5 

3.6 

69.7 

0.2 

5  PM -6  PM 

640 

1560 

1685 

65.0 

68.9 

3.9 

69.2 

0.3 

6  PM -7  PM 

480 

1250 

1438 

63.8 

67.9 

4.1 

58.5 

0.6 

7  PM -8  PM 

436 

1154 

1326 

63.3 

67.6 

4.3 

68.2 

0.6 

8  PM  -  9  PM 

298 

947 

1043 

60.0 

65.1 

5.1 

65.5 

0.4 

9  PM -10  PM 

295 

622 

700 

60.0 

63.2 

3.2 

63.8 

0.6 

10  PM -11  PM 

260 

390 

542 

59.5 

61.2 

1.7 

62.6 

1.4 

11  PM -12  AM 

226 

339 

538 

58.8 

60.6 

1.8 

62.6 

2.0 

Leq(24) _ _ 61.8  65.5 _  3.7 _ 65^9 _ 0^ 


Ldii  “655  68:9'  T7  m3  0.4  I 


NWIRP  Calvarton 


TABLES 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  2 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  Alternative 


NWIRP  Cafvedon 


TABLE  9 


PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  Altemative 


Hour 

Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Existing  No  Build 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
Existing  No  Build  (Exist-No  Build) 

DIFFERENCE 
Build  (No  Build-Build) 

12  AM-1  AM 

33 

so 

73 

54.6 

56.4 

1.8 

58.0 

1.6 

1  AM-2 AM 

20 

30 

32 

52.4 

54.1 

1.7 

54.4 

0.3 

2AM-3AM 

19 

28 

29 

32.2 

53.8 

1.6 

54.0 

0.2 

3AM-4AM 

12 

19 

21 

50.2 

52.2 

2.0 

52.6 

0.4 

4AM-5AM 

16 

64 

80 

5^1.4 

57.4 

6.0 

58.4 

1.0 

5AM-6AM 

40 

139 

167 

55.4 

60.8 

5.4 

61.6 

0.8 

6AM-7AM 

71 

227 

289 

59.1 

64.1 

5.0 

65.1 

1.0 

7AM-8AM 

116 

295 

399 

61.2 

65.2 

4.0 

66.5 

1.3 

8AM-9AM 

140 

310 

434 

62.0 

65.5 

3.5 

66.9 

1.4 

9AM-10AM 

186 

378 

545 

63.2 

66.3 

3.1 

67.9 

1.6 

10AM-11  AM 

209 

413 

680 

63.7 

66.7 

3.0 

68.9 

2.2 

11  AM -12  PM 

204 

426 

762 

59.1 

62.3 

3.2 

64.8 

2.5 

12  PM  -  1  PM 

200 

440 

728 

59.0 

62.4 

3.4 

64.6 

2.2 

1  PM -2  PM 

212 

438 

715 

59.3 

62.4 

3.1 

64.5 

2.1 

2  PM  -  3  PM 

214 

441 

694 

59.3 

62.4 

3.1 

64.4 

2.0 

3PM-4PM 

185 

418 

643 

58.7 

62.2 

3.5 

64.1 

1.9 

4  PM  -  5  PM 

196 

433 

669 

61.9 

65.4 

3.5 

67.3 

1.9 

5PM-6PM 

158 

378 

628 

61.0 

64.8 

3.8 

67.0 

2.2 

6PM-7PM 

119 

278 

635 

59.8 

63.5 

3.7 

67.0 

3.5 

7  PM  -  8  PM 

108 

242 

586 

59.3 

62.9 

3.6 

66.7 

3.8 

aPM-9PM 

74 

151 

342 

58.1 

61.2 

3.1 

64.7 

3.5 

9  PM  - 10  PM 

73 

109 

266 

58.0 

59.7 

1.7 

63.6 

3.9 

10  PM -11  PM 

64 

97 

400 

57.4 

59.2 

1.8 

65.4 

6.2 

11  PM-12AM 

56 

84 

482 

56.8 

58.6 

1.8 

66.2 

7.6 

1 - 1 - - - ' . . . . .  . — — 

iiiEte£3.Wli^^ 

59.3 

62,7 

3.4  : 

65.1 

2.4  1 

66.5 

3.5 

69.3 

.  2.8 

NWIRP  Calvorton 


TABLE  10 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  4 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  AKemative 


NWIRP  Calverlon 


TABLE  11 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  Alternative 


12  AM- 
1AM- 
2AM- 
3AM- 
4  AM- 
5AM- 
6AM- 
7AM- 
8AM- 
9  AM- 
10AM- 

11  AM- 

12  PM. 

1  PM- 

2  PM- 

3  PM- 

4  PM- 

5  PM- 

6  PM- 

7  PM- 

8  PM- 

9  PM- 

10  PM- 

11  PM- 


Traffic  Volumes 


No  Build 


NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 
DIFFERENCE  I 


-1AM 
2AM 
3AM 
4AM 

5  AM 

6  AM 
7AM 

8  AM 

9  AM 
10AM 
11AM 
12  PM 
-1  PM 

2  PM 

3  PM 

4  PM 

5  PM 

6  PM 

7  PM 

8  PM 

9  PM 

10  PM 

11  PM 
-12AM 


ild 

Existing 

No  Build 

(Exist-No  Build) 

49 

53.8 

55.5 

1.7 

12 

51,6 

53.3 

1.7 

10 

50.8 

52.8 

2.0 

8 

49.8 

50.8 

1.0 

30 

50.8 

52.2 

1.4 

59 

54.6 

56.1 

1.5 

123 

58.1 

59.8 

1.7 

208 

60.2 

61.9 

1.7 

247 

61.0 

62.7 

1.7 

331 

62.2 

64.0 

1.8 

491 

62.7 

64.5 

1.8 

593 

60.1 

61.9 

1.8 

519 

60.0 

61.8 

1.8 

508 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

472 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

418 

59.7 

61.5 

1.8 

439 

62.9 

64.7 

1.8 

445 

62.0 

63.8 

1.8 

587 

60.8 

62.5 

1.7 

563 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

320 

57.0 

58.8 

1.8 

266 

57.0 

58.8 

1.8 

483 

56.6 

58.2 

1.6 

622 

55.8 

57.6 

1.8 

DIFFERENCE 
Build  (No  Build-Build) 


IBMWiyaS 


NW1RP  Cah/erton 


TABLE  12 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  AKemative 


NWIRP  Calverton 


! 


TABLE  13 


PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE1 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  &  Raceway  Alternative 


Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

DIFFERENCE 

DIFFERENCE 

Hour 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

(Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

(No  Build-Build) 

12AM-1  AM 

91 

137 

147 

53.4 

55.2 

1.8 

55.5 

0.3 

tAM-2AM 

59 

88 

88 

51.5 

53.3 

1.8 

53.3 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

35 

52 

52 

49.3 

51.0 

1.7 

51.0 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

46 

68 

68 

50.5 

52.2 

1,7 

52.2 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

61 

201 

51.7 

56.9 

5.2 

57.0 

0.1 

5AM<6AM 

191 

666 

687 

56.6 

62.1 

5.5 

62.2 

0.1 

6AM -.7AM 

590 

1405 

1457 

63.7 

67.5 

3.8 

67.6 

0.1 

7AM-8AM 

995 

2033 

2123 

66.0 

69.1 

3.1 

69.3 

0.2 

8AM-9AM 

1002 

1993 

2071 

66.0 

69.0 

3.0 

69.2 

0.2 

9AM-10AM 

781 

1671 

1752 

64.9 

68.2 

3.3 

68.4 

0.2 

10AM-11  AM 

900 

1790 

1911 

65.5 

68.5 

3.0 

68.8 

0.3 

11  AM -12  PM 

1106 

2209 

2392 

64.7 

67.7 

3.0 

68.0 

0.3 

12  PM -1  PM 

1193 

2339 

2501 

65.0 

67.9 

2.9 

68.2 

0.3 

1  PM -2  PM 

1052 

2068 

2193 

64.5 

67.4 

2.9 

67.6 

0.2 

2PM-3PM 

1055 

2084 

2202 

64.5 

67.4 

2.9 

67.7 

0.3 

3  PM -4  PM 

974 

2061 

2178 

64.1 

67.4 

3.3 

67.6 

0.2 

4PM-5PM 

1193 

2389 

2524 

68.3 

71.3 

3.0 

71.5 

0.2 

5  PM -6  PM 

1115 

2272 

2433 

68.0 

71.1 

3.1 

71.4 

0.3 

6  PM -7  PM 

805 

1747 

1948 

66.6 

70.0 

3.4 

70.4 

0.4 

7  PM -8  PM 

581 

1372 

1553 

65.2 

68.9 

3.7 

69.4 

0.5 

8PM-9PM 

473 

1209 

1309 

60.6 

64.7 

4.1 

65.0 

0.3 

9  PM  - 10  PM 

414 

801 

873 

60.0 

62.9 

2.9 

63.2 

0.3 

10  PM -11  PM 

269 

403 

543 

58.1 

59.9 

1.8 

61.2 

1.3 

11  PM -12  AM 

180 

270 

463 

56.4 

58.1 

1.7 

60.5 

2.4 

[  Le<}(24)  . . 

. . . 

66,9 

■  3.2'^;;% 

:;*:;e7.2  .  a3  | 

66.1 

69.4 

69.8  . . . 

NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  14 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  2 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  *  Raceway  Alternative 


NWIRP  Calvofton 


TABLE  15 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  &  Raceway  Alternative 


Hour 

Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Existing  No  Build 

Build 

DiFFERENCE 
Existing  NoBuiid  (Exist-No  BuiM) 

DIFFERENCE 
Build  (No  Build-Build) 

12AM-1  AM 

36 

55 

75 

52.4 

54.2 

1.8 

55.6 

1.4 

1AM-2AM 

23 

35 

35 

50.4 

52.3 

1.9 

52.3 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

14 

21 

21 

48.3 

50.0 

1.7 

50.0 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

18 

27 

27 

49.4 

51.1 

1.7 

51.1 

0.0 

4AM>5AM 

24 

76 

92 

50.6 

55.6 

5.0 

56.5 

0.9 

5AM-6AM 

76 

194 

236 

55.6 

59.7 

4.1 

60.6 

o.c 

6AM-7AM 

235 

473 

578 

60.7 

63.7 

3.0 

64.6 

0.9 

7AM-8AM 

397 

716 

895 

63.0 

65.5 

2.5 

66.5 

1.0 

8AM-9AM 

400 

700 

855 

63.0 

65.4 

2.4 

66.3 

0.9 

9AM-10AM 

312 

567 

730 

61.9 

64.5 

2.6 

65.6 

1.1 

10AM-11  AM 

359 

639 

881 

62.5 

65.0 

2.5 

66.4 

1.4 

tt  AM  - 12  PM 

441 

782 

1148 

60.7 

63.2 

2.5 

64.8 

1.6 

12  PM  - 1  PM 

476 

854 

1178 

61.0 

63.5 

2.5 

64.9 

1.4 

1  PM -2  PM 

420 

750 

1000 

60.5 

63.0 

2.5 

64.2 

1.2 

2  PM  -  3  PM 

421 

752 

988 

60.5 

63.0 

2.5 

64.2 

1.2 

3  PM -4  PM 

389 

723 

957 

60.1 

62.8 

2.7 

64.0 

1.2 

4  PM  -  5  PM 

476 

854 

1123 

64.3 

66.8 

2.5 

68.0 

1.2 

5  PM -6  PM 

445 

807 

1128 

64.0 

66.6 

2.6 

68.0 

1.4 

6  PM -7  PM 

321 

582 

984 

62.6 

65.2 

2.6 

67.4 

2.2 

7  PM  .  8  PM 

232 

426 

790 

61.2 

63.8 

2.6 

66.5 

2.7 

8  PM  -  9  PM 

189 

323 

522 

59.6 

61.9 

2.3 

64.0 

2.1 

9PM-10PM 

165 

248 

392 

59.0 

60.8 

1.8 

62.8 

2.0 

10  PM -11  PM 

107 

161 

441 

57.1 

58.9 

1.8 

63.3 

4.4 

11  PM-12AM 

72 

108 

493 

55.4 

57.2 

1.8 

63.8 

6.6 

t  Le<K24) 

60.3 

6Z9 

2^6 

64.5 

1.6  1 

NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  16 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  4 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  A  Raceway  Alternative 


NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  17 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  &  Raceway  Alternative 


Traffic  Volumes 


NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 


Hour 

ExisUng 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(Exist-No  Build) 

Build  1 

DIFFERENCE 
[No  Build-Build; 

12  AM-1  AM 

6 

8 

38 

49.8 

51.1 

1.3 

57.8 

6.7 

1AM-2AM 

3 

5 

5 

46.8 

49.0 

2.2 

49.0 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

2 

3 

3 

45.0 

46.8 

1.8 

46.8 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

3 

4 

4 

46.8 

48.0 

1.2 

48.0 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

4 

5 

29 

48.0 

49.0 

1.0 

56.6 

7.6 

5AM-6AM 

11 

17 

79 

52.4 

54.3 

1.9 

61.0 

6.7 

6AM-7AM 

35 

53 

210 

60.7 

62.5 

1.8 

68.4 

5.9 

7AM-.8AM 

59 

89 

358 

62.9 

64.7 

1.8 

70.8 

6.1 

8AM-9AM 

60 

90 

323 

63.0 

64.8 

1.8 

70.3 

5.5 

9AM-10AM 

47 

70 

314 

61.9 

63.7 

1.8 

70.2 

6.5 

10  AM-11  AM 

54 

80 

444 

62.5 

64.2 

1.7 

71.7 

7.5 

11  AM -12  PM 

66 

99 

648 

58.7 

60.4 

1.7 

68.6 

8.2 

12  PM  - 1  PM 

71 

107 

593 

59.0 

60.8 

1.8 

68.2 

7.4 

1  PM -2  PM 

63 

94 

469 

58.5 

60.2 

1.7 

67.2 

7.0 

2  PM -3  PM 

63 

94 

448 

58.5 

60.2 

1.7 

67.0 

6.8 

3  PM -4  PM 

58 

87 

439 

58.1 

59.9 

1.8 

66.9 

7.0 

4  PM  -  5  PM 

71 

107 

510 

61.3 

63.1 

1.8 

69.9 

6.8 

5  PM -6  PM 

66 

100 

581 

61.0 

62.8 

1.8 

70.4 

7.6 

6  PM -7  PM 

48 

72 

676 

59.6 

61.4 

1.8 

71.1 

9.7 

7PM-8PM 

35 

52 

596 

58.2 

60.0 

1.8 

70.6 

10.6 

8PM-9PM 

28 

42 

341 

56.5 

58.3 

1.8 

67.3 

9.0 

9PM-10PM 

25 

37 

253 

56.0 

57.7 

1.7 

66.1 

8.4 

10  PM -11  PM 

16 

24 

444 

54.1 

55.8 

1.7 

68.5 

12.7 

11  PM -12  AM 

11 

16 

594 

52.4 

54.1 

1.7 

69.8 

15.7 

NWtRP  Calverton 


TABLE  18 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  6 
Weekday 

Enterprise  Park  4  Raceway  Alternative 


NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  19 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE1 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  &  Raceway  Altemative 


Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

DIFFERENCE 

DIFFERENCE 

Hour 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

(Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

(No  Build-Build) 

12  AM-1  AM 

135 

202 

212 

56.6 

58.4 

1.8 

58.6 

0.2 

1AM-2AM 

82 

122 

122 

54.4 

56.2 

1.8 

56.2 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

75 

113 

113 

54.1 

55.8 

1.7 

55.8 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

50 

75 

76 

52.3 

54.1 

1.8 

54.1 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

66 

209 

213 

53.5 

58.5 

5.0 

58.6 

0.1 

5AM-6AM 

160 

620 

629 

57.3 

63.2 

5.9 

63.3 

0.1 

6AM-7AM 

289 

953 

979 

61.1 

66.3 

5.2 

66.4 

0.1 

7AM-8AM 

470 

1246 

1295 

63.2 

57.4 

4.2 

67.6 

0.2 

8AM-9AM 

564 

1*^37 

1401 

64.0 

67.7 

3.7 

68.0 

0.3 

9AM-10AM 

750 

1624 

1750 

65.2 

68.6 

3.4 

68.9 

0.3 

10  AM-11  AM 

844 

1705 

1938 

65.8 

68.8 

3.0 

69.4 

0.6 

It  AM -12  PM 

825 

1787 

2081 

61.1 

64.4 

3.3 

65.1 

0.7 

12  PM  - 1  PM 

809 

1764 

2029 

61.0 

64.4 

3.4 

65.0 

0.6 

1  PM-2PM 

856 

1774 

1987 

61.2 

64.4 

3.2 

64.9 

0.5 

2  PM  -  3  PM 

865 

1798 

1936 

61.3 

64.5 

3.2 

64.8 

0.3 

3PM-4PM 

750 

1724 

1943 

60-7 

64.3 

3.6 

64.8 

0.5 

4  PM  -  5  PM 

790 

1785 

2073 

65.9 

69.5 

3.6 

70.1 

0.6 

5  PM -6  PM 

640 

1560 

1826 

65.0 

68.9 

3.9 

69.6 

0.7 

6  PM -7  PM 

480 

1250 

1392 

63.8 

67.9 

4.1 

68.4 

0.5 

7PM-8PM 

436 

1154 

1266 

63.3 

67.6 

4.3 

68.0 

0.4 

8  PM  -  9  PM 

298 

947 

1044 

60.0 

65.1 

5,1 

65.5 

0.4 

9  PM -10  PM 

295 

622 

691 

60.0 

63.2 

3.2 

63.7 

0.5 

10PM-11  PM 

260 

390 

465 

59.5 

61.2 

1.7 

62-0 

0.8 

111  PM-12AM 

226 

339 

464 

58.8 

60.6 

1.8 

62.0 

1.4 

NWIRP  Calvefton 


Traffic  Volumes 


TABLE  20 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  2 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  &  Raceway  Alternative 
T - NOISE  LEVELS  (dbA) 


- - - - DIFFERENCE 

No  Build  Build  Existing  No  Build  (Exist-No  Build) 


DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 


12  AM- 
1AM- 
2AM- 
3AM- 
4AM- 
5AM- 
6AM- 
7AM- 
8AM- 
9AM- 
10AM- 

11  AM- 

12  PM 

1  PM- 

2  PM- 

3  PM- 

4  PM- 

5  PM- 

6  PM- 
7PM- 
8  PM- 
9PM- 

10  PM- 

11  PM- 


1AM 
2AM 
3AM 
4AM 
5AM 
6AM 
7  AM 
8AM 
9  AM 
10AM 

11  AM 

12  PM 
-1  PM 
-2  PM 
-3  PM 
-4PM 
-5  PM 
-6PM 
-7  PM 
-8  PM 
-9  PM 
-10  PM 
-11  PM 
-12  AM 


NWIRP  Cafverton 


TABLE  21 


PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  &  Race  AHemative 


Hour 

Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Existing  No  Build 

Build 

Existing  No  Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(Exist-No  Build) 

DIFFERENCE 
Build  (No  Build-Build) 

12  AM-1  AM 

33 

50 

70 

54.6 

56.4 

18 

57.8 

1.4 

1AM-2AM 

20 

30 

30 

52.4 

54.1 

1.7 

54.1 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

19 

28 

28 

52.2 

53.8 

1.6 

53.8 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

12 

19 

19 

50.2 

52.2 

2.0 

52.2 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

16 

64 

73 

51.4 

57.4 

6.0 

58.0 

0.6 

5AM-6AM 

40 

139 

157 

55.4 

60.8 

5.4 

61.3 

0.5 

6AM-7AM 

71 

227 

280 

59.1 

64.1 

5.0 

65.0 

0.9 

7AM-8AM 

116 

295 

393 

61.2 

65.2 

4.0 

66.5 

1.3 

8AM>9AM 

140 

310 

438 

62.0 

65.5 

3.5 

67.0 

1.5 

9AM-10AM 

186 

378 

630 

63.2 

66.3 

3.1 

68.5 

2.2 

10  AM-11  AM 

209 

413 

877 

63.7 

66.7 

3.0 

70.0 

3.3 

11  AM -12  PM 

204 

426 

1015 

59.1 

62.3 

3.2 

66.1 

3.8 

12  PM  - 1  PM 

200 

440 

970 

59.0 

62.4 

3.4 

65.9 

3.5 

1  PM -2  PM 

212 

438 

864 

59.3 

62.4 

3.1 

65.4 

3.0 

2PM-3PM 

214 

441 

716 

59.3 

62.4 

3.1 

64.5 

2.1 

3  PM -4  PM 

185 

418 

855 

58.7 

62.2 

3.5 

65.3 

3.1 

4PM-5PM 

196 

433 

1009 

61.9 

65.4 

3.5 

69.1 

3.7 

5  PM -6  PM 

158 

378 

910 

61.0 

64.8 

3.8 

68.6 

3.8 

6PM-7PM 

119 

278 

543 

59.8 

63.5 

3.7 

66.4 

2.9 

7PM-8PM 

108 

242 

467 

59.3 

62.9 

3.6 

65.7 

2.8 

aPM-9PM 

74 

151 

345 

58.1 

61.2 

3.1 

64.7 

3.5 

9  PM  - 10  PM 

73 

109 

248 

58.0 

59.7 

1.7 

63.3 

3.6 

10  PM -11  PM 

64 

Q7 

245 

57.4 

59.2 

1.8 

63.3 

4.1 

11  PM-12AM 

56 

04 

335 

56.8 

58.6 

1.8 

64.6 

6.0 

1  Leq(24)  S9.3  62J  3.4  65.4  :  27^ 

I  tdn  63.0  66.5  3.5  68.9  2.4  | 


NWIRP  Calvefton 


TABLE  23 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  &  Raceway  Alternative 


Hour 

Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
Existing  No  Build  (Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 

12  AM-1  AM 

10 

15 

45 

53.8 

55.5 

1.7 

60.3 

4.8 

1AM-2AM 

6 

9 

9 

51.6 

53.3 

1.7 

53.3 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

5 

8 

8 

50.8 

52.8 

2.0 

52.8 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

4 

5 

6 

49.8 

50.8 

1.0 

51.6 

0.8 

4AM-5AM 

5 

7 

20 

50.8 

52.2 

1.4 

56.8 

4.6 

5AM-6AM 

12 

17 

44 

54.6 

56.1 

1.5 

60.2 

4.1 

6AM-7AM 

21 

31 

110 

58.1 

59.8 

1.7 

65.3 

5.5 

7AM-8AM 

34 

51 

196 

60.2 

61  9 

1.7 

67.8 

5.9 

8AM-gAM 

41 

61 

254 

61.0 

62.7 

1.7 

68.9 

6.2 

9AM-10AM 

54 

81 

458 

62.2 

64.0 

1.8 

71.5 

7.5 

10AM-11  AM 

61 

91 

788 

62.7 

64.5 

1.8 

73.8 

9.3 

11  AM-12  PM 

59 

89 

972 

60.1 

61.9 

1.8 

72.2 

10.3 

12  PM  - 1  PM 

58 

87 

882 

60.0 

61.8 

1.8 

71.8 

10.0 

1  PM -2  PM 

62 

93 

732 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

71.0 

8.9 

2PM-3PM 

62 

94 

506 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

69.4 

7.3 

3  PM -4  PM 

54 

81 

737 

59.7 

61.5 

1.8 

71.0 

9.5 

4PM-5PM 

57 

85 

949 

62.9 

64.7 

1.8 

75.1 

10.4 

5  PM -6  PM 

46 

69 

868 

62.0 

63.8 

1.8 

74.8 

11.0 

6  PM -7  PM 

35 

52 

450 

60.8 

62.5 

1.7 

71.9 

9.4 

7  PM  -  8  PM 

31 

47 

384 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

71,2 

9.1 

8PM-9PM 

21 

32 

324 

57.0 

58.8 

1,8 

68.9 

10.1 

9PM-10PM 

21 

32 

239 

57.0 

58.8 

1.8 

67.6 

8.8 

10  PM -11  PM 

19 

28 

251 

56.6 

58.2 

1.6 

67.8 

9.6 

11  PM -12  AM 

16 

24 

400 

55.8 

57.6 

1.8 

69.8 

12.2 

L:^24)  59.3  6L0  1.7  70.1  9.1  | 
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NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  24 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  6 
Weekend 

Enterprise  Park  t  Raceway  Alternative 


NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  25 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE1 
Weekday 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 


Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

DIFFERENCE 

DIFFERENCE 

Hour 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

(Exist-No  Build) 

Build  (No  BuUd-Build) 

12  AM-1  AM 

91 

137 

137 

53.4 

55.2 

1.8 

55.2 

0.0 

1AM-2AM 

59 

88 

88 

51.5 

53.3 

1.8 

53.3 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

35 

52 

52 

49.3 

51.0 

1.7 

51.0 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

46 

68 

68 

50.5 

52.2 

1.7 

52.2 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

61 

201 

209 

51.7 

56.9 

5.2 

57.0 

0.1 

5AM-6AM 

191 

666 

690 

56.6 

62.1 

5.5 

62.2 

0.1 

6AM-7AM 

590 

1405 

1463 

63.7 

67.5 

3.8 

67.6 

0.1 

7AM-8AM 

995 

2033 

2117 

66.0 

69.1 

3.1 

69.2 

0.1 

8AM-9AM 

1002 

1993 

2053 

66.0 

69.0 

3.0 

69.1 

0.1 

9AM-10AM 

781 

1671 

1705 

64.9 

68.2 

3.3 

68.3 

0.1 

10AM-11  AM 

900 

1790 

1821 

65.5 

68.5 

3.0 

68.6 

0.1 

11  AM -12  PM 

1106 

2209 

2273 

64.7 

67.7 

3.0 

67.8 

0.1 

12PM-1  PM 

1193 

2339 

2404 

65.0 

67.9 

2.9 

68.0 

0.1 

1  PM -2  PM 

1052 

2068 

2099 

64.5 

67.4 

2.9 

67.5 

0.1 

2PM-3PM 

1055 

2084 

2120 

64.5 

67.4 

2.9 

67.5 

0.1 

3  PM -4  PM 

974 

2061 

2107 

64.1 

67.4 

3.3 

67.5 

0.1 

4PM-5PM 

1193 

2389 

2459 

68.3 

71.3 

3.0 

71.4 

0.1 

5  PM -6  PM 

1115 

2272 

2362 

68.0 

71.1 

3.1 

71.3 

0.2 

6  PM -7  PM 

805 

1747 

1817 

66.6 

70.0 

3.4 

70.1 

0.1 

7PM-8PM 

581 

1372 

1422 

65.2 

68.9 

3,7 

69.1 

0.2 

8PM-9PM 

473 

1209 

1241 

60.6 

64.7 

4.1 

64.8 

0.1 

9PM-10PM 

414 

801 

821 

60.0 

62.9 

2.9 

63.0 

0.1 

10  PM -11  PM 

269 

403 

416 

58.1 

59.9 

1.8 

60.0 

0.1 

11  PM-12AM 

180 

270 

274 

56.4 

58.1 

1.7 

58.2 

0.1 

637 

66.9 

3.2  < 

. 0-1 . J 

1 - can - 

661 

69.4 

^  3.3 

69:6 

Q.1 

TABLE  26 


NWIRP  Calveilon 


Traffic  Volumes 


PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  2 
Weekday 

Peconk  Village  Alternative 
] - NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 


- - - -  DIFFERENCE 

No  Build  Build  Existing  No  Build  (Exist-No  Build) 


DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 


12AM- 
tAM- 
2AM- 
3  AM- 
4AM- 
5AM- 
6AM- 
7  AM- 
8AM- 
9AM- 

10  AM- 

11  AM- 

12  PM 

1  PM- 

2  PM- 

3  PM- 

4  PM- 

5  PM- 

6  PM- 

7  PM- 
8PM- 

9  PM- 

10  PM- 

11  PM- 


-1AM 
2AM 
3AM 
4AM 
5AM 
6AM 
7AM 
8AM 
9AM 
10AM 
11AM 
12  PM 
PM 

2  PM 

3  PM 

4  PM 

5  PM 

6  PM 

7  PM 

8  PM 

9  PM 
-10  PM 
-11  PM 
-12  AM 


40 

59 

59 

25 

38 

38 

15 

23 

23 

20 

30 

30 

26 

140 

225 

83 

464 

714 

256 

845 

1450 

433 

1129 

1997 

436 

1093 

1717 

339 

969 

1316 

391 

987 

1304 

481 

1221 

1882 

519 

1278 

1948 

457 

1126 

1446 

459 

1129 

1500 

423 

1175 

1653 

519 

1318 

2041 

485 

1257 

2205 

350 

1005 

1731 

253 

819 

1339 

206 

748 

1075 

180 

430 

639 

117 

175 

305 

78 

117 

154 

NWIRP  Calvorton 


TABLE  28 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  4 
Weekday 

Peconk  Village  Alternative 


NWIRP  Calvwton 


TABLE  29 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekday 

Peconic  Village  AKemative 


Hour 

Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Existina 

No  Build 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
Existina  No  Build  (Exist-No  Build) 

DIFFERENCE 
Build  (No  Build-Build) 

12  AM-1  AM 

6 

8 

8 

49.8 

51.1 

1.3 

51.1 

0.0 

1  AM-2AM 

3 

6 

5 

46.8 

49.0 

2.2 

49.0 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

2 

3 

3 

45.0 

46.8 

1.8 

46.8 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

3 

4 

4 

46.8 

48.0 

1.2 

48.0 

0.0 

4AM>5AM 

4 

5 

-0 

48,0 

49.0 

1.0 

56.8 

7.8 

5AM-6AM 

11 

17 

89 

52.4 

54.3 

1.9 

61.5 

7.2 

6AM-7AM 

35 

53 

227 

60.7 

62.5 

1.8 

68.8 

6.3 

7AM-8AM 

59 

89 

339 

62.9 

64.7 

1.8 

70.5 

5.8 

8AM-9AM 

60 

90 

269 

63.0 

64.8 

1.8 

69.5 

4.7 

9AM-10AM 

47 

70 

170 

61.9 

63.7 

1.8 

67.5 

3.8 

10AM-11  AM 

54 

80 

172 

62.5 

64.2 

1.7 

67.6 

3.4 

T1  AM  - 12  PM 

66 

99 

289 

56.7 

60.4 

1.7 

65.1 

4.7 

12  PM  - 1  PM 

71 

107 

300 

59.0 

60.8 

1.8 

65.3 

4.5 

1  PM -2  PM 

63 

94 

186 

58.5 

60.2 

1.7 

63.2 

3.0 

2  PM  -  3  PM 

63 

94 

202 

58.5 

60.2 

1.7 

63.5 

3.3 

3  PM -4  PM 

58 

87 

225 

58.1 

59.9 

1.8 

64.0 

4.1 

4PM-5PM 

71 

107 

315 

61.3 

63.1 

1.8 

67.8 

4.7 

5  PM -6  PM 

66 

100 

370 

61.0 

62.8 

1.8 

68.5 

5.7 

6PM-7PM 

48 

72 

281 

59.6 

61.4 

1.8 

67.3 

5.9 

7PM-8PM 

35 

52 

202 

58.2 

60.0 

1.8 

65.9 

5.9 

8PM-9PM 

28 

42 

136 

56.5 

58.3 

1.8 

63.4 

5.1 

9  PM  •  10  PM 

25 

37 

97 

56.0 

57.7 

1.7 

61.9 

4.2 

10  PM -11  PM 

16 

24 

62 

54.1 

55.8 

1.7 

59.9 

4.1 

11  PM-12AM 

11 

16 

27 

52.4 

54.1 

1.7 

56.3 

2.2 

[  Leq(24)  56.8  1.7  65.3  4.8  | 

f  idn  6l6  63.8  1.8  66.8  5.2"] 


[  Leq(24)  56.8  1.7  65.3  4.8  | 

f  idn  6l6  63.8  1.8  66.8  5.2"] 


NWIRPCafMrton 


TABLE  30 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  6 
Weekday 

Peconic  Village  Altemative 


NWHRP  Calverton 


TABLE  31 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE1 
Weekend 

Peconic  Village  AHemative 


Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

DIFFERENCE 

DIFFERENCE 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

(Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

(No  Build-Build) 

12AM-1  AM 

135 

202 

202 

56.6 

58.4 

1.8 

58.4 

0.0 

1AM-2AM 

82 

122 

122 

54.4 

56.2 

1.8 

56.2 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

75 

113 

113 

54.1 

55.8 

1.7 

55.8 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

50 

75 

76 

52.3 

54.1 

1.8 

54.1 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

66 

209 

216 

53.5 

58.5 

5.0 

58.6 

0.1 

5AM-6AM 

160 

620 

634 

57.3 

63.2 

5.9 

63.3 

0.1 

6AM-7AM 

289 

953 

976 

61.1 

66.3 

5.2 

66.4 

0.1  I 

7AM-8AM 

470 

1246 

1279 

63.2 

67.4 

4.2 

67.6 

0.2  I 

8AM-9AM 

564 

1337 

1368 

64.0 

67.7 

3.7 

67.8 

0.1 

9AM-10AM 

750 

1624 

1656 

65.2 

68.6 

3.4 

68.7 

0.1 

10  AM -11  AM 

844 

1705 

1741 

65.8 

68.8 

3.0 

68.9 

0.1 

11  AM -12  PM 

825 

1787 

1838 

61.1 

64.4 

3.3 

64.6 

0.2 

12  PM -1  PM 

809 

1764 

1807 

61.0 

64.4 

3.4 

64.5 

0.1 

1  PM-2PM 

856 

1774 

1815 

61.2 

64.4 

3.2 

64.5 

0.1 

2  PM  -  3  PM 

865 

1798 

1837 

61.3 

64.5 

3.2 

64.6 

0.1 

3  PM -4  PM 

750 

1724 

1766 

60.7 

64.3 

3.6 

64.4 

0.1 

4  PM  -  5  PM 

790 

1785 

1830 

65.9 

69.5 

3.6 

69.6 

0.1 

5PM-6PM 

640 

1560 

1606 

65.0 

68.9 

3.9 

69.0 

0.1 

6  PM -7  PM 

480 

1250 

1302 

63.8 

67.9 

4.1 

68.1 

0.2 

7  PM  -  8  PM 

436 

1154 

1192 

63.3 

67.6 

4.3 

67.7 

0.1 

8PM-9PM 

298 

947 

974 

60.0 

65.1 

5.1 

65.2 

0.1 

9PM-10PM 

295 

622 

643 

60.0 

63.2 

3.2 

63.4 

0.? 

10  PM -11  PM 

260 

390 

406 

59.5 

61.2 

1.7 

61.4 

0.2 

11  PM-12AM 

226 

339 

342 

58.8 

60.6 

1.8 

60.6 

0.0 

TABLE  32 


NWIRP  Calverton 


Traffic  Volumes 


No  Build 


PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  2 
Weekend 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

T - NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 


No  Build 


DIFFERENCE 
(Exist-No  Build) 


DIFFERENCE 
(No  BuiM-Bulld) 


12  AM- 
1AM- 
2AM- 
3AM- 
4AM- 
5AM- 
6AM- 
7AM- 
8AM- 
9AM- 
10AM- 

11  AM- 

12  PM 

1  PM- 

2  PM- 
3PM- 

4  PM- 

5  PM- 

6  PM- 

7  PM- 

8  PM- 

9  PM- 

10  PM- 

11  PM 


1AM 
2AM 
3AM 
4AM 
5AM 
6AM 
7AM 
SAM 
9AM 
10AM 
11AM 
12  PM 
PM 

2  PM 

3  PM 

4  PM 

5  PM 

6  PM 

7  PM 

8  PM 

9  PM 
-10  PM 
-11  PM 
-12AM 


NWIRPCalveiton 


TABLE  33 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  3 
Weekend 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 


Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Hour 

Existing 

No  Build 

Build 

Existing 

No  Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(Exist-No  Build) 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 

12AM-1  AM 

33 

50 

50 

54.6 

56.4 

1.8 

56.4 

0.0 

1AM-2AM 

20 

30 

30 

52.4 

54.1 

1.7 

54.1 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

19 

28 

28 

52.2 

53.8 

1.6 

53.8 

0.0 

3AM>4AM 

12 

19 

19 

50.2 

52.2 

2.0 

52.2 

0.0 

4AM-5AM 

16 

64 

79 

51.4 

57.4 

6.0 

58.3 

0.9 

5AM-6AM 

40 

139 

167 

55.4 

60.8 

5.4 

61.6 

0.8 

6AM-7AM 

71 

227 

274 

59.1 

64.1 

5.0 

64.9 

0.8 

7AM-8AM 

116 

295 

361 

61.2 

65.2 

4.0 

66.1 

0.9 

8AM-9AM 

140 

310 

373 

62.0 

65.5 

3.5 

66.3 

0.8 

9AM-10AM 

186 

378 

443 

63.2 

66.3 

3.1 

67.0 

0.7 

10AM-11  AM 

209 

413 

485 

63.7 

66.7 

3.0 

67.4 

0.7 

11  AM -12  PM 

204 

426 

528 

59.1 

62.3 

3.2 

63.2 

0.9 

12  PM  - 1  PM 

200 

440 

526 

59.0 

62.4 

3.4 

63.2 

0.8 

1  PM -2  PM 

212 

438 

519 

59.3 

62.4 

3.1 

63.1 

0.7 

2PM-3PM 

214 

441 

519 

59.3 

62.4 

3.1 

63.1 

0.7 

3  PM -4  PM 

185 

418 

501 

58.7 

62.2 

3.5 

63.0 

0.8 

4PM-5PM 

196 

433 

522 

61.9 

65.4 

3.5 

66.2 

0.8 

5  PM -6  PM 

158 

378 

470 

61.0 

64.8 

3.8 

65.7 

0.9 

6  PM -7  PM 

119 

278 

364 

59.8 

63.5 

3.7 

64.6 

1.1 

7PM-8PM 

108 

242 

319 

59.3 

62.9 

3.6 

64.1 

1.2 

8PM-9PM 

74 

151 

206 

58.1 

61.2 

3.1 

62.5 

1.3 

9  PM  - 10  PM 

73 

109 

151 

58.0 

59.7 

1.7 

61.2 

1.5 

10  PM -11  PM 

64 

97 

127 

57.4 

59.2 

1.8 

60.4 

1.2 

11  PM -12  AM 

56 

84 

90 

56.8 

58.6 

1.8 

58.9 

0.3 

1 - L_ - — - ' - — - - — - - 

i  Leq(24) 

59.3 

62.7  : 

3.4 

63.5 

0.8  1 

0:8  1 

NWIRPCalverton 


Traffic  Volumes 


No  Build 


TABLE  34 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE4 
Weekend 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 

- NOISE  LEVELS  (dBAf 

- DIFFERENCE  I  “ 

Build  Existino  No  Build  (Exist-No  Build) _ ! 


DIFFERENCE 
(No  Build-Build) 


12AM- 

1AM- 

2AM- 

3AM- 

4AM- 

5AM- 

6AM- 

7AM- 

8AM- 

9AM- 

10  AM- 

11  AM- 

12  PM 

1  PM- 

2  PM- 

3  PM- 

4  PM- 

5  PM- 

6  PM- 

7  PM- 

8  PM- 

9  PM- 

10  PM- 

11  PM- 


-1AM 
2AM 
3AM 
4AM 
5AM 
6AM 
7AM 
SAM 
9AM 
10AM 
-11  AM 
-12  PM 
-1  PM 
-2  PM 
-3  PM 
-4PM 
-5  PM 
-6  PM 
-7  PM 
-8  PM 
-9  PM 
-10  PM 
-11  PM 
-12AM 


NWIRP  Calverton 


TABLE  35 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITES 
Weekend 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 


Hour 

Traffic  Volumes 

NOISE  LEVELS  (dBA) 

Existing  No  Build 

Build 

DIFFERENCE 
Existing  No  Build  (Exist-No  Build) 

DIFFERENCE 
Build  (No  BulM-Build) 

12  AM-1  AM 

10 

15 

15 

53.8 

55.5 

1.7 

55.5 

0.0 

1 AM-2AM 

6 

9 

9 

51.6 

53.3 

1,7 

53.3 

0.0 

2AM-3AM 

5 

8 

8 

50.8 

52.8 

2.0 

52.8 

0.0 

3AM-4AM 

4 

5 

7 

49.8 

50.8 

1.0 

52.2 

1.4 

4AM-5AM 

5 

7 

29 

50.8 

52.2 

1.4 

58.4 

6.2 

5AM-6AM 

12 

17 

59 

54.6 

56.1 

1.5 

61.5 

5.4 

6 AM -7AM 

21 

31 

102 

58.1 

59.8 

1.7 

65.0 

5.2 

7AM-8AM 

34 

51 

151 

60.2 

51.9 

1.7 

66.7 

4.8 

8AM<9AM 

41 

61 

156 

61.0 

62.7 

1.7 

66.8 

4.1 

9AM-10AM 

54 

81 

178 

62.2 

64.0 

1.8 

67.4 

3.4 

10AM-11  AM 

61 

91 

199 

62.7 

64.5 

1.8 

67.9 

3.4 

11  AM -12  PM 

59 

89 

241 

60.1 

61.9 

1.8 

66.2 

4.3 

12PM-1  PM 

58 

87 

216 

60.0 

61.8 

1.8 

65.7 

3.9 

1  PM -2  PM 

62 

93 

215 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

65.7 

3.6 

2PM-3PM 

62 

94 

211 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

65.6 

3.5 

3  PM -4  PM 

54 

81 

206 

59.7 

61.5 

1.8 

65.5 

4.0 

4PM-5PM 

57 

85 

218 

62.9 

64.7 

1.8 

68.8 

4.1 

5  PM -6  PM 

46 

69 

207 

62.0 

63.8 

1.8 

68.5 

4.7 

6  PM -7  PM 

35 

52 

180 

60.8 

62.5 

1.7 

67.9 

5.4 

7  PM  -  8  PM 

31 

47 

163 

60.3 

62.1 

1.8 

67.5 

5.4 

8PM-9PM 

21 

32 

115 

57.0 

58.8 

1.8 

64.4 

5.6 

9  PM  - 10  PM 

21 

32 

94 

57.0 

58.8 

1.8 

63.5 

4.7 

10  PM -11  PM 

19 

28 

73 

56.6 

58.2 

1.6 

62.4 

4,2 

11  PM -12  AM 

16 

24 

34 

55.8 

57.6 

1.8 

59.1 

1.5 

59.3 

61.0 

1.7 

65.2 

1.7 

682 

4.0 

NWIRP  Cahwton 


TABLE  36 

PREDICTED  NOISE  LEVELS 
SITE  6 
Weekend 

Peconic  Village  Alternative 


APPENDIX  E 


CORRESPONDENCE 


Michael  D.  Zagata 
Commissioner 


NEW  YORK  STATE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION 

Wildlife  Resources  Center 
700  Troy-Schenectady  Road 
Latham,  NY  12110-2400 

(518)  783-3932  June  7,  1996 


John  Major 
Director 


Marc  J .  Lawlor 
TAMS  Consultants  Inc. 

Tams  Bldg. 

655  Third  Ave. 

New  York  City,  NY  10017 

Dear  Mr.  Lawlor: 

We  have  reviewed  the  New  York  Natural  Heritage  Program  files  with  respect 
to  your  recent  request  for  biological  information  concerning  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  U.S.  Navy,  for  the  former  Grumman  property,  site  as 
indicated  on  your  enclosed  map,  located  in  the  Town  of  Riverhead,  Suffolk  County, 
New  York  State. 

Enclosed  is  a  computer  printout  covering  the  area  you  requested  to 
be  reviewed  by  our  staff.  The  information  contained  in  this  report 
is  considered  sensitive  and  may  not  be  released  to  the  public 
without  permission  from  the  New  York  Natural  Heritage  Program. 

Our  files  are  continually  growing  as  new  habitats  and  occurrences  of  rare 
species  and  communities  are  discovered.  In  most  cases,  site-specific  or 
comprehensive  surveys  for  plant  and  animal  occurrences  have  not  been  conducted. 
For  these  reasons ,  we  can  only  provide  data  which  have  been  assembled  from  our 
files.  We  cannot  provide  a  definitive  statement  on  the  presence  or  absence  of 
species,  habitats  or  natural  communities.  This  information  should  not  be 
substituted  for  on-site  surveys  that  may  be  required  for  environmental 
assessment. 

This  response  applies  only  to  known  occurrences  of  rare  animals,  plants  and 
natural  communities  and/or  significant  wildlife  habitats.  You  should  contact  our 
regional  office.  Division  of  Regulatory  Affairs,  at  the  address  enclosed  for 
information  regarding  any  regulated  areas  or  permits  that  may  be  required  (e.g. , 
regulated  wetlands)  under  State  Law. 

If  this  proposed  project  is  still  active  one  year  from  now  we  recommend 
that  you  contact  us  again  so  that  we  can  update  this  response. 

Sincerely, 

O' 

^  Beth  O’Neill 

Information  Services 
N.Y.  Natural  Heritage  Program 


Encs . 

cc:  Reg.  1,  Wildlife  Mgr. 

Peter  Nye,  ESU,  Delmar 


RECORD  OF  NONAPPLICABILITY 


RECORD  OF  NON-APPLICABILITY 

DISPOSAL  AND  REUSE  OF  THE  NAVAL  WEAPONS  INDUSTRIAL  RESERVE  PLANT 

CALVERTON,  NEW  YORK 


The  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  convey  the  property  at  the  Naval  Weapons 
Industrial  Reserve  Plant  (NWIRP) ,  Calverton  NY  directly  to  the 
Community  Development  Agency  of  the  Town  of  Riverhead,  New  York. 
Any  part  of  the  facility  not  conveyed  to  the  Town  would  be 
disposed  of  by  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  in 
accordance  with  the  Federal  Property  and  Administration  Services 
Act  of  1944.  Therefore,  the  proposed  action  is  the  disposal  and 
reuse  of  the  NWIRP  pursuant  to  the  redevelopment/reuse  plan 
prepared  for  the  Town  of  Riverhead  Joint  Planning  and 
Redevelopment  Commission. 

In  accordance  with  40  CFR  51.853, 

(1)  Transfers  of  ownership,  interests,  and  titles  in  land, 
facilities,  and  real  and  personal  properties, 
regardless  of  the  form  or  method  of  transfer;  and 

(2)  actions  (or  portions  thereof)  associated  with  transfers 
of  land,  facilities,  title,  and  real  properties  through 
an  enforceable  contract  or  lease  agreement  where  the 
delivery  of  the  deed  is  required  to  occur  promptly 
after  a  specific  reasonable  condition  is  met  and  where 
the  Federal  agency  does  not  retain  continuing  authority 
to  control  emissions  with  the  lands,  facilities,  title, 
or  real  properties  are  clearly  de  minimis  with  regard 
to  the  General  Conformity  Rule  of  the  Clean  Air  Acr. 

Accordingly,  it  is  my  determination  that  the  proposed  action 
conforms  to  the  applicable  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  and  is 
exempt  from  the  conformity  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
General  Conformity  Rule. 


